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The finest tribute ever to sterling 

August 8, 1891, 307-8, which embodies the “ Report of Tus Special 

sion on Natural Mineral Waters,” “‘ Johannis"’—the subject of the Report—being selected from 
amongst the Natural Mineral Waters of the world as worthy of this distinction. 
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“ JOHANNIS.”: 


THE KING OF NATURAL TABLE WATERS. 
CHARGED ENTIRELY WITH ITS OWN NATURAL GAS, 
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prices per Dozen delivered :— 
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ZOLLHA US, GERMANY. 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s anNounceD that actions for trial under the new rule 
ord. 14, r.-3 (8) (b)) will be tried by Mr. Justice Wirzs on 
ay in each week and continued on the following Monday, 


if n , until further order. Affidavits must be in court 


"| on the hearing of these actions. 





DvrinG THE present in & number of witness actions in 
the Chancery Division has largely reduced, and when the 
courts rise for the Easter Vacation the lists of the judges of 
that division, excepting that of Mr. Justice Romer, will not 
contain more than an average of thirty actions each. 





Tue orpER of transfer of sixty actions to Mr. Justice Romer 
was made on the 23rd of February, and will be found in 
another column; and we are enabled to print at the same time 
a list of the same actions as they appear in the cause-book. It 
should be noted that one of the transferred actions has been 
“settled” since the transfer, so that those remaining to be 
heard are unly fifty-nine. 





Court or Appgat No. 2 has been hearing Chancery ap ‘ 
both final and interlocutory, during the course of this week up 
to Thursday last, and on lar Pee Saturday they were to con- 
tinue the hearing of Queen’s Bench interlocutory appeals, and 
these will be heard until further notice. Should any more Chan- 
cery appeals become ripe for hearing they will be heard during 
the last week of the sittings on the 19th, 20th, and 21st inst. 





In THE course of the case of Boxsius vy. Goblet, to which we 
refer elsewhere, a discussion arose as to which report of the 
previous decision of Pullman v. Hill was to be accepted, some 
members of the court suggesting that the report of the 
Incorporated Council of Law ——— which was referred to 
as the ‘‘ authorized” report, should be taken as containing the 
correct version. Lord Esuxer, M.R., however, stated that he 
recognized no authorized version, and so placed the matter on 
its proper footing. 





Unper orp. 16, r. 94. (R. 8. C., November, 1893) the court 
has power to approve a compromise in the absence of some of 
the parties interested, if satisfied that it will be for the benefit 
of the absent persons, and that to require service on such persons 
would cause unreasonable expense or delay. A suggestion was 
made, on the com ise of a case of Re , Morrison vy. 
Sapeote, that Currry, J., should act under this rule, although all 
the absent persons were in England. The point was not 

ressed, counsel being willing to serve the absent persons, but 
bis lordahi intimated that he was unable to see a 
service on ies who were all in this kingdom would cause 
unreasonable expense or delay. We have no doubt that this 


| | construction of the rule will be adopted if the point ever comes 


up for decision. 
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contracts possessed by married women, and therefore we may 
say that it affects every tradesman in the country. It would 
not be wholly unreasonable to expect that the council would 
have taken special steps to expedite the publication of a statute 
of such importance. But no; with the contempt felt by many 
sound lawyers for parliamentary-made law, they have not yet 
published this Act.” : 





A pornt of importance to solicitors was decided by the Court 
of ae (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorges and Davey, L.JJ.) 
on Wednesday last. The point arose out of an action for libel 
(Boxsius v. Goblet, which we hope to fully report next week), in 
which certain solicitors, acting upon their client’s instructions, had 
made defamatory statements of the plaintiff in a letter written 
to her. Malice was negatived, and it was admitted that there 
was publication by the solicitor to his clerk ; but it was contended 
that the occasion was a privileged one, and that, by having 
dictated the letter to his clerk, and having it press copied instead 
of writing it himself and copying it himself, the solicitor was 
only proceeding in the usual mode of business adopted by 
solicitors. Against this view the learned judges were somewhat 
embarrassed by the decision of their own court (Lord Esuer, 
M.R., and Lorszs and Kay, L.JJ.) in the case of Pullman v. Hill 
(1891, 1 Q. B. 524), in which they had not only held that such 
an occasion was not privileged in the case of a merchant, but, 
according to some of the reports, had in their judgme:‘s 
cchadel the principle to the then hypothetical case of a soli- 
citor. In the end the learned judges drew a distinction between 
the case of a merchant and that of a solicitor, and held that, 
whereas in the one case it is not, in the other it not only may 
be, but often is, the course of a solicitor’s ordinary business to 
have to write defamatory matter, and that, in the absence of 
evidence of malice, a solicitor could not in such circumstances 
be held liable in an action for libel. It would certainly be a 
great hindrance to the proper carrying on of his business if a 
solicitor, in the case of every letter containing defamatory 
matter, had to take the precaution of writing and copying 
such letter in his own hand. It is not clear whether this deci- 
sion would extend to such a case as sending a document con- 
taining defamatory matter to a law stationer to be copied, but 
in all cases where statements injuriously affecting the character 
of other persons have to be made by solicitors in the course of 
their duty, it would be not only prudent, but right, to prevent, 
as far as possible, such injurious statements from going further 
than is absolutely necessary for the purposes of the case. 





Stnce ovr issvz of last week the Local Government Bill has 
been further considered by both Houses of Parliament. An 
amendment, moved in the House of Lords, substituting the 
County Council for the District Council as the body to whom 
applications are to be made for enabling a parish council to 
acquire land compulsorily, has been accepted. This is an 
improvement, the decision of such a body as the County 
Council being more likely to carry sufficient weight to prevent 
the parties interested from taking the matter further: an appeal, 
however, will lie from the decision of the County Council to the 
Local Government Board, and any order made by the latter body 
overruling the determination of the County Council is to be 
placed before Parliament. The matter may now be taken as 
settled. Two or three points still remain the subject of dis- 
cussion between the two Houses. Of these, one relates to the 
power given by the Bill to a parish council to appoint trustees 
of parochial charities, notwithstanding the terms of the instru- 
ment creating the charitable trust; the clause no longer makes 
it compulsory upon the council to appoint such a number as will, 
together with any elective trustees already provided for, make a 
majority of the whole body, but the question now at issue is as 
to whether the council is to have a free discretion as to the 
number which they shall appoint or whether that number is to 
be determined by the Charity Commissioners. An amendment, 
carried in the Upper House by a small majority, fixing three 
hundred instead of two hundred as the minimum population 
which makes the establishment of a council obligatory in a 
1& ish, is not likely to give rise to serious dispute; and the same 


may be said of a restriction which the Lords seek to impose upon 
the use of schoolrooms for meetings of parochial electors relatin 
to allotments. Altogether it seems probable that the Bill wi 
become law before many days elapse. 





In tux case of Re Charlwood the Divisional Court sitting in 
Bankruptcy (VavcHan Wixu1ams and Wricut, JJ.) have given 
a useful decision with regard to payment to a solicitor by a per- 
son who subsequently becomes bankrupt. In Re Sinclair (15 
Q. B. D. 616) Caves, J., upheld as against the trustee in bank- 
ruptcy payments made for the costs of opposing bankruptcy pro- 
‘ceedings, on the ground that otherwise a man threatened with 
such proceedings would be left defenceless ; or, to judge from 
the example with which he concluded his judgment, the services 
of the solicitor under such circumstances ranked as a necessary 
of life. In Re Spackman (38 W. R. 368) Lord Esuezr, M.R., re- 
marked that the court would not be inclined to extend this prin- 
ciple, and in Re Pollitt (41 W. R. 276; 1893, 1 Q. B. 455), 
accordingly, it was not applied in the case of payment to a 
solicitor for the costs of an attempted arrangement by a debtor 
with his creditors. A sum of £15 was paid on account; an act 
of bankruptcy was then committed by the execution of a deed of 
assignment ; and subsequently, when the attempted arrangement 
failed, the debtor was made bankrupt. A bill for over £15 was de- 
livered by the solicitor, but he was compelled to refund the whole 
of the money he had received, except a small sum for work done 
before the act of bankruptcy. In the present case of Re Charl- 
wood the circumstances were materially different. In Decem- 
ber, 1892, Cuartwoop was about to be tried on a charge of 
murder, and an agreement was entered into between him and 
Mr. Orirps, a solicitor, by which, for a sum of £275, the 
latter was to undertake Cuartwoon’s defence and pay all 
necessary expenses, such as counsel’s fees. On December 10 
the money was paid. On December 20 Cuartwoop committed 
an act of bankruptcy, and Mr. Crrrps had notice of this the next 
day. In January, 1893, Cuartwoop was tried at the Central 
Criminal Court and convicted of manslaughter. The trial 
lasted several days, and he was defended by counsel of 
eminence. Subsequently he was adjudicated bankrupt, and 
the trustee in bankruptcy attempted to make Mr. Oriprs refund 
the £275, or, at any rate, so much as had not been dis- 
bursed before Sreceatbor 21. Had the payment been a pay- 
ment on account simply, as in Re Pollitt, it might have 
been held, on the authority of that case, that Mr. Crirrs was 
not entitled, after notice of the act of bankruptcy, to look upon 
the £275 as a fund available for costs. At the same time, on 
tke principle of Re Sinclair, the defence against the criminal 
charge might well have been treated as a necessary and the 
payment allowed accordingly. But in fact nagt a yment was not 
on account at all, nor were the services which Mr. Cripps agreed 
to render dependent on the subsequent act of bankruptcy. The 
payment had been finally made so that, as Wricut, J., observed, 
the £275 had become Mr. Crtrrs’ property, and the bankruptcy 
did not change it into the property of the trustee. It may be 
that Re Sinclair is not to be extended, but there are fortunately 
limits also to the application of Re Pollitt. 





In tHe case of Pitcher v. Bourn, which recently came before 
the Queen’s Bench Division, the circumstances that will justify 
a committal by a county court judge under the Debtors Act 
were considered. In this case a judgment summons was taken 
out to enforce payment of a sum of £91 10s., comprising a 
debt (£90) recovered in the county court and the costs (30s.) of 
an abortive attempt at levying execution, On the return of the 
summons the debtor did not attend to shew cause why he 
should not be sent to prison, as one having means of payment. 
His absence was, however, accounted for by the production of 
a medical certificate stating that he was too illto appear. He 
was, moreover, represented by a solicitor. The county court 
judge, however, in disregard of the medical certificate, pro- 
ceeded to hear the summons, and the registrar of the court 
then upon oath deposed that the debtor had received £70 from 
someone, and produced the receipt for it. The county court 





judge thereupon cxpressed himself satisfied as to the debtors’ 
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ability to pay, and accordingly made an order for his com- 
mittal for non-payment of the sum above mentioned. Applica- 
tion was then made by the debtor at chambers to Mr. Justice 
GrantHAm to set aside this order, or for a prohibition, which, 
however, was not acceded to, but it was at the same time 
ordered that the warrant of committal on the judgment should 
not be enforced until it was corrected by deducting from the 
amount thereof the costs of the abortive execution, all claim to 
which had previously been withdrawn, it being admitted that 
they clearly were not recoverable from the debtor. By way of 
appeal from this decision of Mr. Justice Granrnam, the debtor 
moved for a prohibition, when the Divisional Court (Matnew 
and Coins, JJ.) held that he was entitled thereto, as the order 
of committal made by the county court judge was clearly bad, 
and, moreover, very prejudicial to the debtor, since it restrained 
his liberty without hearing him upon the question of means. 
This judgment will, we think, meet with general approval. 
For the jurisdiction conferred by the Debtors Act, being un- 
doubtedly of a very special character (involving as it does the 
liberty of the subject), it is most desirable that its exercise by 
inferior courts should be jealously guarded by the High Court, 
so that the semblance even of an injustice may be avoided when 
committal orders are made. 





Ir ns long been a doubtful point whether in any case an execu- 
tor can retain a specific legacy by way of set-off against a debt 
due to his testator (see Williams on Executors 1175, and Harvey 
v. Palmer, 4 De G. & Sm. 425), In Re Taylor (reported elsewhere) 
there was a specific bequest of the profits of a business, and 
Currry, J., allowed the retainer. As the executors had money 
in their hands arising from the profits, it seems only reasonable 
to allow them to retain such money in satisfaction of the debt. 
How far this principle can be carried is another question. 
It is, of course, inapplicable to specific devises of freeholds, with 
which the executors are not concerned, or to specific bequests of 
leaseholds or chattels, the ground in the latter case being that 
the legacy and debt are not commensurable one with another. 
A box of sovereigns or banknotes could clearly be retained, but 
how about a box of rupees? The latter can only be valued at 
the rate of exchange—/.¢., in reality by selling them in the 
market. So a box of bonds or share warrants could scarcely be 
retained, still less a legacy of stock. On the other hand, the 
coupons of the bonds, or the profits of the stock would seem to 
fall within the recent decision, at all events all coupons or 
profits actually due. This seems to be an anomalous and un- 
satisfactory state of things. 





In tHE case of Re Clements (ante, p. 272) Mr. Justice Currry 
had to decide whether the income of a sum of stock specifically 
bequeathed in trust for infants on a contingency—viz., their 
attaining the age of twenty-one years—could a applied for the 
maintenance of the legatees during their minority. There was 
no express power of maintenance in the testator’s will, and the 
substantial question was whether thedmtermediate income would 
belong to the legatees on their attaining twenty-one, in which 
case, and in which case only, the 43rd section of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881, would import power to apply the income for 
their maintenance: Re Dickson (33 W. R. 511, 29 Ch. D. 331). 
In order to arrive at his decision, Currry, J., a _ the prin- 
ciple laid down by Kay, J., as the foundation is judgment 
in Re Medlock (55 L. J. Oh. 738, 34 W. R. Dig. 87), a case of a 
contingent pecuniary legacy, where he said: “If it is clear upon 
the testator’s will that he has directed the contingent legacy to 
be immediately set apart for the benefit of the objects of the 
gift when the contingency which he has indicated happens, when 
that contingency does happen, the fund set apart, with all its 
accretions, belongs to the contingent legatees.” There being no 
question on the will in Re Clements that the gift was segregated, 
and, being given to trustees for the legatees, He ary for the 
benefit of the objects of the gift; Currry, J., on the above 


principle, that the intermediate income of the stock, the subject 
of the contingent specific bequest, would belong to the 





In rue case of Re Invicta weels rears elsewhere) rule 2 
of the Companies Winding-up ‘(March, 1893) was, we 
believe, for the first time actually carried out. The rule pro- 
vides that ‘‘ when a petitioner consents to withdraw his potition, 
or to allow it to be dismissed, or the hearing adjourned, the 
court may, upon such terms as it may think just, substitute 
as — any creditor or contributory who, in the yom 2 
of the court, would have a Fagg? se gay? sagem and who 
is desirous of prosecuting the petition.” application of 
the rule was, we believe, felt to be attended with some diffi- 
culties, which may, perhaps, account for its not having been 
more frequently made use of in practice. Vavenan WILLIAMS, 
J., in the case decided by him, directed the substituted peti- 
tioner to make an affidavit proving his debt, and the application ~ 
of the rule seems to have been simple and unattended with an 

ractical difficulty. Now that the practice has been establish 

'y being actually carried out, we shall, perhaps, see the pro- 
visions of the ae more extensively resorted to by practitioners 
than hitherto has been the case. 





TuE Soe ¢ ee ie — ~% — ie and 
North-Western Railway Co. , though a s from count 
courts are technically on the Crown wide of the Queen’s Bench 
Division, they are not to be treated as such for the purpose of 
the Rules of the Supreme Court where the matter at issue is 
between parties. Hence ord. 68, r. 1, which, with certain 
exceptions mentioned in rule 2, excludes proceedings on the 
Crown side from the operation of the rules, does not apply to 
appeals of the above nature, and an appellant may obtain leave 
to sue in formd pauperis under ord. 16, r, 22. 








THE RIGHT OF A MORTGAGEE TO FIXTURES. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal in Gough v. Wood § Co. is 
one of great interest and importance. Shortly stated, the cir- 
cumstances were as follows. Epmonps was entitled under a 
long lease to certain premises upon which he carried on the 
business of a nurseryman. For the gy 2 of his business he 
required heating apparatus, and on the Ist of November, 1889, 
he entered into an agreement with Woon & Co. to supply it on 
the hire-purchase system. The apparatus was to be hired by 
Epsonps for a year, and the price, £96 19s., was to be paid in 
four quarterly instalments. Until payment of the last instal- 
ment it was to remain the of Woop & Oo., and: on 
default of payment they were to be at liberty to enter and remove 
it. Epmonps’ lessor joined in the agreement in order to give 
Woop & Co. power to enter and remove the‘apparatus pursuant 
to the stipulation just mentioned, and he coh: gia to distrain 
upon the apparatus to the detriment of Woop & Oo. The 
agreement was not under seal, and did not therefore create an 
easement under which Woop & Oo. would have a right of entry 
as against subsequent owners of the land or of the term. On 
the 12th of November, 1889, Epwonps itil ge his interest in 
the land to Govan, who had no notice of the agreement. 
Subsequently Woop & Oo., who had no notice of the | | 
ut up the hot water apparatus, consisting of a boiler set in 
brickwork and pipes cemented into the wall through which they 
passed. Epmonps made default in paying the instalments, 
and, while he was still in possession, Woop & Oo. entered and 
removed the apparatus. Thereupon Goven brought an action’ 
to establish his claim to the apparatus as of the land. 
Waicut, J., gave judgment for the defendants, Woop & Co., 
and the plaintiff appealed. The Oourt of Appeal (Lixpiey, 
Kay, and A. L. Surra, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal on the 
ground thet the mortgagee had impliedly assented to the 
arrangement with Woop & Oo. 
It appears to have been assumed for the purpose of the deci- 
sion that the maxim “ Quicqguid solo solo cedit” applied, 
Dindiog on the mortgages, the bot. water epparsias passed to 
indiog on C) water 
him with the land. As between landlord and tenant it was 
clearly a trade fixture, which the tenant might but as’ 
between and mortgagor this relaxation of rule 





on their attaining twenty-one, and was, consequently, a: ble 
for their maintenance. : 


does not apply, and the mortgagor cannot claim fixtures against) 
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the . In Climie v. Wood (L. BR. 8 Ex. 257) 
Kztty, O.B., who delivered the judgment of the Oourt of 
Exchequer, said, after examining the authorities, ‘‘ The result 
is that the old maxim of ‘ Quicquid plantatur solo solo cedit’ 
applies in all its integrity to the relation of mortgagor and 

and that trade fixtures constitute no exception.”” So 
in Holland v. Hodgson (LL. R. 7 OC. P. 328) in the Exchequer 
Chamber, Biacxsurn, J., said :—‘‘ Since the decision of this 
court in Climie v. Wood, it must be considered as settled law 
(except, perhaps, in the House of Lords) that what are com- 
monly known as trade or tenant’s fixtures form part of the land, 
and pass by a conveyance of it; and that though, if the person 
who erected these fixtures was a tenant with a limited interest in 
the land, he has a right, as against the freeholder, to sever the 
fixtures from the land, yet if he be a mortgagor in fee he has 
no such right as against his mortgagee.” The principle applies 
equally to a mortgage of a lease, and in regard to a case of this 
kind it was affirmed by the House of Lords in Meusx v. Jacobs 
(L. R. 7 H. L. 481). 

But though the fixtures become part of the land as between 
mortgagee and mortgagor, this does not necessarily settle the 
question as against third parties. Such third parties, to judge 
from the cases which have hitherto arisen, are either (1) tenants 
under the mortgagor, but not under the mortgagee, who have 
introduced trade fixtures in the course of their occupation ; or 
(2) persons allowing the mortgagor to use the fixtures while 
stipulating that they shall Eeamsives retain the property 
in them. In either case, according to the strict maxim of the 
common law, the fixtures become a part of the land, and the 
a gaa vests in the person entitled to the land; but in the 

case the law, by a modern relaxation, allows as against 
the mortgagor a right of removal during the term, and in the 
second case this right is secured by express agreement. Does, 
then, the relaxation in favour of tenant’s fixtures or the ex- 
press agreement affect the mortgagee ? 

In Sanders v. Davis (15 Q. B. D. 218) Porzoox, B., was of 
opinion that the tenant had the right to remove trade fixtures 
against the mortgagee as well as agairst the mortgagor. In 
that case the tenancy was subsequent to the mortgage, and the 
learned judge, after quoting Lord Mansrretn’s statement of the 
rule as to tenant’s fixtures in Lawton v. Salmon (see note to 
Fitsherbert v. Shaw, 1 H. Bl. 258), said : “‘ Hunr’’ (the tenant), 
“ when he entered on the premises, believed he was entitled to 
consider himself the tenant, and, in my opinion, whatever he 
iy in as trade fixtures comes within the spirit of the rule 
laid down by Lord Mansrrzetp.” In other words, he extended 
the rule beyond the case of landlord and tenant, so as to apply it 
to persons who, as against the tenant, ought to enjoy no more 
than the rights of a landlord. Mavisry, f ., arrived at the same 
result by a different method, and held the mortgagee to be 
bound on the ground of implied assent. “I think, he said, 
the mortgagee ‘must be taken to have known of the letting to 
Hon, and to have acquiesced in it, and consequently he would 
not have been able to prevent Hunt from removing the fixtures.” 

Sanders vy. Davis was relied upon by the Court of Appeal in 
Gough v. Wood § Co., but there is a considerable difference in 
the circumstances of the two cases. The latter is an example of 
the second class of cases mentioned above, where, namely, the 
er is in possession, and himself brings the fixtures on 
the land under an agreement reserving the property in them 
and the right of removal to third persons. There is no 
question now of extending the rule as between landlord and 
tenant, and the exclusion of the mortgagee’s rights becomes a 
matter of greater difficulty. In Cumberland Union Banking Co. 
v. Maryport Hematite Iron and Steel Co. (40 W. R. 280; 1892, 1 
Ch, 415) Norru, J., put it upon the ground that the mortgagors 
had no title to the fixtures as against the persons to whom the 
5 pid was reserved, and that.they could not confer a better 

tle upon their mortgagees than they themselves had. This 
evidently assumes that the effect of the agreement with the 
original owner of the fixtures is to prevent the property in them 
from being merged in the property in the land, and it is not 
clear that this is possible. At eo they seem to cease to exist as 
separate property, and though the original owner retains the 
right given to him by the agreement, this does not limit the 
rights of a subsequent owner of the land who takes without 





notice of the agreement. The ratio decidendi in that case, there- 
fore, was not adopted in Gough v. Wood § Co., and recourse was 
had to the doctrine of implied assent suggested by the judgment 
of Manisty, J., in Sanders v. Davis (suprd). By leaving the 
mortgagor in possession, said Linpixy, L.J., the mortgagee im- 
pliedly authorizes him to carry on his business and to hire 
fixtures necessary for his business under an agreement with 
their owner that he shall be at liberty to remove them at the 
end of the time for which they were hired. 

Thus the decision does not touch the doctrine that fixtures 
become, so far as concerns 8 we pon in them, a part of the soil, 
and that a —— entitled to the soil may vest the fixtures 
in a mortgagee although the mortgagor himself is bound by an 
agreement with the original owner of them. As Linotey, L.J., 
observed, this doctrine may have to be reconsidered, and the 
correctness of the ratio decidendi in the case of the Maryport 
Hematite Oo. will then be determined. That decision, it may 
be observed, based on the inability of the mortgagor to give a 
better title than he himself has, goes much further than the 
present decision, based on the doctrine of implied assent by the 
mortgagee. The former would apply equally whether the 
fixtures are brought on the land before or after the mortgage, 
and whether the mortgagee has or has not taken possession. 
But if the mortgagee could be excluded from fixtures already 
on the land at the time of the mortgage, his security would be 
seriously affected. On the other hand, his assent can only be 
implied as to fixtures brought on subsequently to the mortgage, 
and while he allows the mortgagor to continue in possession. 
The decision of the Court of Appeal, therefore, maintains intact 
the security as it first exists, and simply prevents the transfer 
to the mortgagee, by virtue of a technical rule of law, of the 
property of other persons. 





THE REPORT ON COMPANIES’ LIQUIDATION. 


Tue second annual report of the Board of Trade under section 
29 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, has jut been 
issued. The report is somewhat late in coming out, as it only 
technically comprises the year ending December 31, 1892, 
though some matters which have occurred since that date are 
dealt with. The report treats of a great variety of subjects, 
many of which are of a purely financial character, or connected 
with the management of companies from a business point of 
view. But there are also points of legal interest touched on and 
criticized which cannot fail to be of interest to the readers of 
this journal, and which have often been discussed by us. On 
several points—such as costs—the report speaks in rather a 
hesitating tone, and reserves a definite conclusion until more 
complete materials have been obtained. We must, therefore, 
wait for another report before we are in possession of the final 
opinion of the Board of Trade authorities on many important 
questions. 

A committee, it may be remembered, was appointed in -the 
early part of last year to consider the limits within which the 
action of the Board of Trade as regards the liquidation of com- 
_ under the Act of 1890 should be restricted and other 

indred topics. The comniittee re on the 25th of July 
last, and, among other things, said that the ‘‘action of the 
Board of Trade has been shewn to be in harmony with the 
Act,” and recommended certain additions to the staff em- 
ployed under the Act, in consequence of which some fresh 
appointments were made. In spite of this, complaints 
are not infrequently heard in both branches of the pro- 
fession of the inadequacy of the existing machinery for 
winding up of and the delay which takes place in carrying out 
liquidations. The Board of Trade naturally takes another view. 
The Inspector-General says, ‘‘ The large increase in voluntary 
and supervision cases, amounting to nearly —s cent. on 
the year, while the compulsory liquidations actually shew a 


decrease, is probably one of the results of the Winding-up Act 
of 1890, which applied the provisions for public investigation 
and official control to compulsory liquidations only. These provi- 
sions have without doubt increased the anxiety of the ns 
responsible for the direction and management of defaulting 
companies to anticipate this method of winding up by. pro- 
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ceedings for voluntary liquidation, which the courts exercising 
jurisdiction in the matter have not, asa rule, seen their way to 
supersede, in the absence of suggestions of fraud or grave 
irregularity.” . 

Losses in compulsory cases are traced to the depression which 
has characterized the financial world, and which has, on the 
one hand, tended to decrease the number of new companies 
offered for subscription, while it has, on the other, found out 
the weak spots of established companies which had embarked to 
a fatal extent in financial extravagance and speculation. An 
estimate of loss in voluntary and supervision cases is made, 
based upon information supplied by the istrar of Joint- 
Stock Compenies, and upon returns made by liquidators. The 
materials are not so complete as in the case of compulsory liqui- 
dations. The report, however, says that more complete in- 
formation is unquestionably desirable upon matters so closely 
affecting the commuuity as a whole, and it is said to be worthy 
of consideration whether those responsible for the conduct of 
voluntary liquidations should not be required by law to furnish 
such information. - 

The causes and characteristic features of company insolvency 
are treated at considerable length, and some features of a 
general character are pointed out as indicating some of the 
leading directions in which company formation and management 
are at present liable to abuse. Among these are the want of a 
limit to the borrowing powers of a company, and the fact that 
registration of debentures is not essential to their validity. 
The court has, as the cases shew, frequently had to deal with 
the abuses which arise from the exercise of the borrowing 
powers of companies. The report says, however, that the 
most frequent of all abuses lies in the exercise of the power by 
which directors proceed to allotment on a purely nominal share 
subscription. Some of the matters referred to are thought to 
some extent to be capable of mitigation by legislation, but the 
most effective suaety is stated to be greater caution on the 
part of investors. 

The collapse of the Liberator Society and its allied companies 
is treated very fully, and is ascribed to the way in which the 
business of the companies was carried on, and other circum- 
stances which are now well known. The chief safeguards 
against the irregularities committed lie, in the opinion of the 
Inspector-General, in the integrity and qualifications of the 
directors, the independence and thoroughness of the system of 
audit, and the provisions of the law inst fraudulent mis- 
representations. Upon these questions he thinks it would be 
premature to enter in the present report. 

We certainly think that the power of issuing debentures to 
an unlimited amount to vendors and favoured creditors is one 
of the chief defects of company management, and that, perhaps, 
the most important part of the report is that which again calls 
public attention to this abuse. e understand that legislation 
on the subject is contemplated, but with what chance of passing 
into law at an early date we do not know. The trade creditors 
of an ordinary partnership which has turned itself into a 
limited company are nani in this position on a winding up : 
they cannot get at the private property of the partners, because 
they are olian with limited liability, and they cannot get at 
the assets of the business itself, because these are in the hands 
of the debenture-holders. So they are left out in the cold. 

The Inspector-General thus sums up the c isti 
of company insolvency :—“‘It will be seen that the causes of 
failure in the case of the vast majority, whether wound up in the 
High Court or in the country courts, may be grouped into a few 
well-defined classes in which honesty of p intelli in 
management, and accuracy in the statements placed before the 
public are chiefly conspicuous by their absence. The period in 
question was no doubt one of more or less financial de ion, not 
resulting, so far as can be seen, in the contraction of legitimate 
credit, but diminishing for a time the taste for speculative enter- 
prize, and leading thereby to the downfall of companies which de- 
pended upon it for their existence. But, with a few ere sees: 
one looks in vain for any signs of failure caused by real mi C) 
or by any of those causes which are generally advanced to 
account for depression in trade, — as foreign competition, the 
temporary collapse of particular industries, the jiation in 
silver, the state of the market for agricultural products, and 








others of a like character. That these causes have prevailed. 
and have seriously affected the - interests of the com- 
munity, cannot be doubted, but in so far as the companies under 
observation are concerned, they do not form (except to a 
fractional extent) any real element in the question. In the case 
of the large majority, the failures are distinctly due to the fact 
that the provisions of the Limited Liability Acts have been made 
use of for p which could never have been contemplated 
by the Legislature, and which, in their operation as the 
public, have had all the effects of fraud, although the absence 
in some cases of fraudulent intention on the part of those con- 
cerned, and in others the ae, gag of P gies it, has ren- 
dered it in most cases impossible to bring parties concerned 
within the penal provisions of the Larceny Act, or even within 
the range of the civil ings contemplated by section 10 of 
the Companies (Wi -up) Act, 1890.” 
_ Turning now to the inistration of the Companies (wate 
ing-up) Act, 1890, and especially to the administration by the 
— ee the report dwells on the —_——o of the - 
ployment of a manager in special cases and the advantages o: 
concentrating the ment of the company and the adminis- 
tration of its assets in the hands of one i The report, in 
speaking of public examinations under section 8 of the Act of 1890, 
says that the restrictions which have been imposed upon public 
examinations by confining them to cases where fraud is alleged 
or suggested have in some cases prevented public investigations 
which appeared desirable, and it may still be n to 
have this interpretation of the provisions of the statute further 
tested. The law on this subject will be found fully discussed in 
an article in the Soxicrrons’ JournaL = 28, p. 109), from 
which it will be seen that there might be difficulties in extending 
the section in the way indicated by the report. The Inspector- 
General, however, doubts whether the Act will have the effect 
which it was intended to have, so long as the facilities for 
evading it under voluntary liquidation, even under the super- 
vision of the court, remain so great as they at present are. In 
this respect company winding up has not yet been assimilated 
to the practice in Si ew tey, where any creditor of £50 or 
upwards can compel his debtor to come into court. and undergo 
examination as to the causes of his failure. Under the Oom- 
an (Winding-up) Act, a large shareholder (or even a large 
ody of shareholders) cannot bring the matter into court unless 
he is already acquainted with the secret history of the company, 
and is in a position to satisfy the court that there are matters 
weeins judicial investigati 
peaking of closed administrations, the Inspector-Gen 
says that the materials at hand are not sufficient to compare the 
costs of administrations under the Act of 1890 and those con- 
ducted by ay eng under the Act of 1862. The costs of com- 
ac nad windi up are found to be ones in aye 
voluntary windings up or windings u er supervision, whi 
the costs of win fon under sipertiden are found greatly to 
exceed the costs of purely voluntary windings up. The reason 
for the difference is ascribed to the following causes. In the 
case of voluntary liquidations, as a rule, there are either no 
creditors, or they are few and ree ge in amount, and the 
duty of the liquidator is practically limited to realizing the 
assets and distributing them the shareholders. In cases 
wound up under supervision or compulsory orders, on the 
other hand, the creditors greatly preponderate, and it is in 
dealing with the claims of creditors, and pie gen. yes 
tive interests of the various classes of secured 
creditors and the questions arising thereon that one of the chief 
ie of a ie a 
peaking of the results of administration practically closed a 
the 3ist of December, 1892, the report affirms that the costs of 
administration in the cases referred to are, as a rule, much Ww 
the average of costs in similar cases wound up by liquidators 
under the Act of 1862. But it would be midestion 
any comparison betwixt the two classes of cases on such @ basis, 
inasmuch as the table of costs under the 1862 Act deals with the 
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Grenags clase <f, eanaee ions, many of them having extended 
over several frst in a ps amount of trouble in 
the liquidation, while the cases under present Act closed at 


the 31st of December, 1 represent companies in which 
there was Denntestions ae” i i } 









286 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





March 3, 1894. 





—_— 





attempt, therefore, to construct a table of actual results under 
the = Act is postponed until a larger experience has been 


REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Intoxicating Liquor Licensing Acts, 1872 and 1874, together 
with all the Alehouse, Beerhouse, Refreshinent-house, Wine and 
Beerhouse, Inland Revenue, and Sunday Closing Acts relating 
thereto. With Introduction, Notes, and Index. Tenth Edition. 
By JAMES PATERSON, Esq., M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


A Handy Book on the Law of Bills, Cheques, Notes, and I O U's. 
Entirely rewritten. By JAmes WALTER Smirn, Esq., LL.D. Lond., 
B.A. Oxon., Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wilson & Co. 

American Law Review (January — February, 1894). Editors: 


Seymour D. THompson, St. Louis; Lzonarp A. Jones, Boston. 
Reeves & Turner. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
RAILWAY COMPANIES AND PASSENGERS’ LUGGAGE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Can any of your readers refer me to any authorities as to the 
liability of a railway company for a passenger’s luggage lost on the 
journey, the luggage being properly fabelled and the charge of it not 
assumed by the passenger himself ? VIATOR. 

Feb. 28. 

The authorities on the subject are collected and fully discussed 
in Beven on Negligence, pp. 679 et seg.—Eb. S. J.] 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
BAKER v. CARRICK—No. 1, 22nd February. 


DegrawatTion—Linet—Privirecep Occaston—So.ictror acTInc ror CLIENT 
—COoMMUNICATION IN ORDINARY CoURSE or Duty. 


Action against a solicitor for libel. It appeared that a client had 
employed the solicitor to bring an action against the present plaintiff to 
recover a sum of money alleged to be due. After the writ was issued an 
auctioneer, acting on the instructions of the present plaintiff, advertised 
the sale of his household furniture and effects, and thereupon the solici- 
tor, acting for his client, wrote to the auctioneer, stating that an action 
had been commenced against the present plaintiff, and that the plaintiff 
had committed an act of bankruptcy upon which an order in bankruptcy 
might be made against him, and giving the auctioneer notice not to part 
with any moneys which he might receive as the proceeds of the sale. This 
was the libel complained of. The defendant pleaded that the letter was 
written bond fide in the honest defence of his client’s interests and without 
malice, and, by reason of the occasion, was privileged. The action was 
tried before Cave, J., and a jury, when the lcarned judge held that the 
occasion was privileged, and left the question of actual malice to the jury. 
The jary found a verdict for the plaintiff, damages £5. The defendant 
moved for judgment on the ground that there was no evidence of actual 
malice, and the plaintiff contended that the occasion was not privi- 


ne Court (Lord Esner, M.R., Lorzs and Davey, L.JJ.) entered judg- 
ment for the defendant. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that, as regards the question whether the 
statement by the solicitor was privileged by reason of the occasion, the 
solicitor was acting for his client in the recovery of a debt claimed to be 
due, It was within the ordinary duty of a solicitor so employed to 
take due care that his client’s claim was not jeopardized. Therefore the 
solicitor in writing this letter was acting within his ordinary duties as 
eolicitor. In his opinion it followed that if the matter would be one to 
which peg would attach in the case of the client, privilege would 
also attach to it in the case of the solicitor acting on behalf of the client. 
The case of Blackham v. Pugh (2 C. B. 611) shewed that the occasion would 
be privileged as regards the client. Therefore the occasion was a privi- 
= oy once y tat pa ape hoe lordship then said that there 

no ce of actual malice, and that judgment must be ent 
the defendant. we tec mi 

Lorzs, L.J., concurred. A communication fairly and honestly made, 
without , by a person for the purpose of protecting his own interests, 
Samtent, test That was clear from Blackham v. Pugh. Here the 

acting as solicitor for his client, made the statement. It was 
admitted that the occasion would be privileged as regards the client. 
In his opinion it was not the less privileged as regards the solicitor. 

Davzy, LJ., concurred. As to whether the occasion was privileged, it 
was that if the communication had been made by the client, the 
occasion would have been privileged. It was said, however, that because 





the communication was made by the solicitor employed by the client in an 
action against the plaintiff, the occasion was not privi as re; the 
solicitor. There was no authority for such a distinction. The solicitor 
was the representative of his client, and in acting for his client the solicitor 
was entitled to do the best he could to recover his client’s debt; and he 
was placed in the same position as the client would be in if the latter were 
acting for himself in the matter.—CocnseL, Kemp, Q.C., and McIntyre ; 
Murphy, Q.C., and Horace Browne. Sowscrrors, Meredith, Roberts, § Mills, 
for Arthur Smith, Wisbech; Smiles, Ollard, § Yates, for Welchman § 
Carrick, Wisbech. 
[Reported by W. F. Rarny, Barrister-at-I aw. | 


HOYLE AND OTHERS (Appellants), ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE OF THE 
OLDHAM UNION (Respondents)—No. 1, 26th February. 


Poor Rats —AssEssMENT—RATEABLE VALUE—Occuration—Corron Mitts— 
Depuction 1N REsPpEcT or Temporary Srorpack—Srarrke—ANnNvAL 
Vatve—Hyporueticat Tenant—6 & 7 Writ. 4, c. 96—25 & 26 Vicr. 
c. 103. 

Appeal from a decision of the Queen’s Bench Division (reported anée, p. 
186), upona special case stated by consent under 12 & 13 Vict. c. 45, s. 11. 
The question raised was whether the appellants were entitled to an allow- 
ance or deduction from the assessment to poor rates in respect of their 
cotton mills by reason of the stoppage of the mills during a strike. The 
facts were shortly as follows :—On the 5th of November, 1892, the work- 
men at the mills stopped work on account of a disagreement with their 
employers upon the question of wages, and remained out on strike for 
twenty weeks. During the period of the stoppage the rooms and the 
machinery were kept warm by steam, and in good working order and con- 
dition. On the 7th of November, 1892, a rate was made and allowed upon 
the appellants as occupiers of the cotton mills, the rate being made in 
conformity with the valuation list as approved by the assessment com- 
mittee, and the mills being assessed to the rate according to the values 
thereof respectively as shewn by the valuation list then in force, without 
regard to the fact that they were not then, nor were they for twenty weeks 
afterwards, in full work and operation. It was admitted that, assuming 
that there had not been and would not be any stoppage, the respective 
assessments of the mills were fair and reasonable in amount. The 
appellants gave notice of objection against the valuation list to the 
assessment committee, and the objection was considered on the 12th of 
June, 1893, but was overruled. The ae thereupon gave notice of 
appeal to quarter sessions, and upon that appeal this case was stated. 

he questions for the opinion of the court were whether the appellants 
were entitled to have the assessments of their mills reduced in respect of 
the stoppage of work, and whether they were entitled to have the mills 
assessed as warehouses for storing machinery only during that period. 

The Divisional Court (Day and Lawrance, L.JJ.) gave judgment for the 

respondents. The appellants appealed to the Court of Appeal, and 

referred to Staley v. Castleton (12 W. R. 911, 5 B. & 8. 505). 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, Lorgs and Davey, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal, holding that the contention of the appellants could not be 
supported.—OounseL, Marshall, Q C., and Montague Lush ; Macmorran aud 
F. H. Mellor, Soutcrrors, Chester § Co., for H. Booth, Oldham ; Maudes § 
Tunnicliffe, for J. W. Mellor, Oldham. 


[Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law.] 


PRYOR v. PETRE—No. 2, 22nd February. 


ConveEYANCE—LAND ADJOINING HigHwAY—PrReEsuMpPTION or LAw—Resvuttau 
BY CIRCUMSTANCES. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Romer, J. The question was 
whether a presumption of law, that a moiety of a highway passed by a 
conveyance of the land to which it was adjacent, was rebutted by circum- 
stances. By a conveyance in 1890 ceriain land, alongside of which ran a 
highway, was conveyed for valuable consideration by the defendant to 
the plaintiff. The operative part of the deed of conveyance described the 
parcels by reference to an ordnance map and to a schedule and a plan 


drawn on the conveyance. The ordnance map shewed the land conveyed © 


in the deed as distinct from the highway, each being numbered separately, 
while the schedule and plan gave one number only, that of the land. The 
measurements given in the deed (as taken from the ordnance surve 
measurements) were very minute, giving the to the thousand 
part of an acre, and were such as not to include any part of the highway. 
The colouring of the plan on the conveyance excluded the hway. A 
recital set forth that it was a condition of the contract of sale that the 
trees upon the land to be sold should be valued, that such valuation had 
been made, and that the amount of such valuation together with the sum at 
which the value of the land was estimated ther made up the total 
purchase-money : such valuation did not include any trees, though there 
were some, upon the highway. The defendant having threatened to enter 
upon and cut down trees upon the half of the highway which was ad- 
jacent to the land, Romer, J., on the 25th of November, 1893, held that 
the circumstances were sufficient to rebut the presumption of law that a 
moiety of the highway by the conveyance. The plaintiff appealed. 
It was argued that the court was not at liberty to look to see what trees 
were included in the valuation on the question of whether or not the pre- 
sumption was rebutted. 

Tue Covrr (Luyprey, Kay, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.), witaout calling 
upon counsel for the respondent to argue, dismissed the appeal. 

Linpvuey, L.J., said the case was very near the line w divided cases 


in which the presumption of law was rebutted from those in which it was 
not. But, nevertheless, he thought Romer, J., was right in the conclusion 
was a very cimple one—namely, whether 


he came to. The question i 
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a strip of land, which formed part of a highway, had passed by a convey- 
ance by which the land to which the highway was adjacent passed. Primd 
facie a moiety of the highway usque ad medium filum pass by virtue of 
the presumption of law together with the —s land. That that was 
so was perfectly well settled, it was settled long ago in the case 
of Berridge v. Ward (10 C. B. N. 8. 400, 9 W. R. Com. Law Dig. 20) 
which was a very strong case. The headnote, which alone need be referred 
to, stated as follows:—*‘ Where a piece of land which adjoins a highway 
is conveyed by general words, the presumption of law is that the soil of 
the highway wsque ad medium filum passes by the conveyance—even though 
reference is made to a plan annexed, the measurement and colouring of 
which would exclude it.’’ The concluding words there, ‘‘even though, 
&c.,”” were the important thing. That case had been followed since 1861. 
The question the court had to decide was whether the presumption of law 
that half the highway in the present case passed had been rebutted. 
pane that a piece of land not described in a conveyance neverthe- 
ess pasced by it, was unquestionably a rebuttable one—an inference capable 
of being rebutted by circumstances. Here the conveyance contained 
recitals which were important, and reference to the ordnance map which 
shewed the land set out in plots which were numbered. The strip of land 
forming part of the highway was there numbered five, separately from the 
adjoining land which was numbered seventy-seven. The conveyance, after 
reciting the agreement to cell, contained a further very important, as it 
seemed to his lordship, recital ‘‘ that it was one of the conditions of the 
contract that, in addition to the purchase-money, the purchaser should pay 
for all timber and other trees on the lands agreed to be sold at a valuation, 
and the same had accordingly been valued at the sum of £1,324 14s. 6d., 
making with the said sum of £3,673 8s. 2d., the total purchase-money of 
£4,998 2s. 8d.,”’ so that there was a distinct statement that the trees upon 
the land to be sold had been valued, and it had been admitted that the 
trees which had, in fact, been valued did not include the trees y the 
strip of land we part of the highway. It was contended that the 
court ought not to admit any evidence as to what trees were included in 
the valuation, but it seemed to his lordship that this evidence was of the 
utmost importance, and that it was admissible. Then the witnessing part 
of the conveyance conveyed ‘‘all that freehold messuage or tenement 
. . . known as Bearman’s Farm and also all those woodlands known 
as King and Chapel Woods, comprising as to Bearman’s Farm (with the 
copyholds hereinafter described) 157,348 acres measured according to the 
ordnance survey . and comprising as to the said Woodlands 
52,645 acres measured according to the ordnance survey . . . more 
rticularly described in the schedule hereunder written, and also 
elineated on the plan drawn on these presents, the freehold part thereof 
being edged with a pink line and the copyhold part thereof with a blue 
line.” When you turned to Berridge v. Ward you found a state of facts 
similar—reference made to a plan annexed, and colouring which would not 
include the piece of land which was in issue. Those facts, however, were 
not conclusive of the matter. Then there was the further fact of the 
ordnance map numbering this strip of land separately as five, while it was 
not included in the acreage or the plan. But even still that was not 
sufficient to rebut the presumption. But there was, further, the important 
recital which his lordship had already referred to as to the timber and 
other trees on the land to be sold being valued, and the purchaser paying 
for them in addition, and under all these circumstances the judge was 
right in coming to the conclusion he did. Any one of all the concurrent 
circumstances taken by itself might be insufficient to rebut the presump- 
tion, but all taken together were sufficient to shew that the strip of land 
in question did not pass. Accordingly the appeal must be dismissed. 


Kay, L.J., agreed. The question was whether the presumption of law 
which undoubtedly arose was rebutted by circumstances which the court 
was bound to regard. There were these facts—(1) the as set forth 
inthe conveyance did not include any part of the highway ; @) the ls 
were described by reference to the ordnance map, the numbers of which 
were copied in the schedule of the conveyance, the ordnance map number- 
ing the moiety of the highway separately as five, while no mention was 
made of it in the conveyance; (3) the d in the plan drawn on the 
conveyance was coloured so as not to include any part of the highway. 
Those facts alone would not, since Berridge v. Ward, rebut the sen Ao 
of law, but there was a further fact to turn the scale, and the accumulated 
force of all the facts together was sufficient to rebut the presumption. 
The fact that the acreage was stated in the deed to the thousandth part of 
an acre, while it did not include any part of the highway, was very etrong, 
but it would still leave the presumption unrebutted. But there was the 
fact—and that was a most important one—of the valuation of the trees as 
set forth in the recital ; that recital and valuation were very minute. It 
was contended that the court could not look to see what treea were 
included in that valuation. But his lordship was of opinion that the 
court could, and inasmuch as it must be taken the parties agreed that 
none of the trees on the highway should be valued—as they in fact were 
not and a mistake could not be assumed—and that they so agreed because 
they did not intend any part of the highway to pass, the present case was 
eT ay on that ground from Berridge v. Ward, and the appeal 
must be dismissed. 


A. L. Surrn, L.J., also concurred. If the deed stood alone and were 
alone to be regarded, it would be hopeless for the tiff to try to make 
out his case, but he was entitled to go farther claim the benefit of a 
presumption of law arising out of the fact of a highway running along 
part of the land conveyed by the deed, unless that presum 
rebutted by circumstances. Here not one of the trees upon the 
was included in the valuation ; that was a fact which the court was ‘ 
to consider with a view to ascertaining what passed under the conveyance. 


Millar, Q.0., Hopkinson, Q.0., and 
$ Bruty; A. G. Maskell, tor py Arthy, 


[Reported by Anruur Lawrencs, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re TRADE-MARK WO. 96,732 OF LA SOCIETE ANONYME DES 
VERRERIES DE L’ETCILE, MARCHIENNE, BELGIUM—No. 2, 26th 
February. : - 

TraApEB-MARK—REGISTRATION—SUBSEQUENT ReGistRaTION or TRADE-MARK 
CatcuLatep To Decetve—Uszr—Person Acorireven—Exruncine Marx 
rrom Recister—Parents, Designs, AND Trapg-Marxs Act, 1883 (46 & 
47 Vicr. c. 57), ss. 67, 72 (sun-section 2), 90—Parznts, Destans, AND 

Trave-Manxs Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 50), ss. 11, 14. 


Counsat, Neville, Q.0., and Begg ; 
Duffield 


Ribien. Soxicrrors, 
Chelmsford. 


The| A from the t of Stirling, J. (reported 1894, 1 Ob. 61) 
anther oodesuealt ee 96,732, which sad toon registered by La 


Société Anonyme des Verreries de ’Etoile, Marchienne, Belgium 
pangect of giass, te Ss Cau ti Wr ara fe 
applicants, Messrs. Hy. Brooks & Co., of B -street, and their 
a have for many years carried on i 

ustralian merchants and exporters, and have large dealings 
window glass. They purchase in Belgium manufactured in that 
country, which is delivered to them at Antwerp and shipped by them to 
England, from whence wedges ye by them to the Australian colonies 
and elsewhere in accordance orders. In 1876 they registered in 
connection with this business certain trade-marks, and among them a star 
in respect of window glass. It appeared from the evidence that this trade- 
mark was in use as early as 1875, and that the glass sold by he 
and to which the trade-mark was affixed, was and has ever been 
ordered by customers under the description of the Star brand. The 
société, which is a Belgian eer engaged in the manufacture of glass, 
on the 27th of January, 1885, registered in um as a 
for glass a red star with the letters LL undern it, and on the 26th of 
October, 1892, they registered the red star without those letters. On the 
20th of March, 1890, the société registered in England as a trade-mark for 
window glass merely the words ‘‘ Red Star Brand,’’ and this was the 
mark that was in question. The red star registered in Belgium would 
seem to have been ued as a trade-mark by the société since the year 1880, 
and from that time large quantities of glass bearing this mark had 
imported into England, but the manager of the société stated that ship 
ments were not made by them to Australia or the English colonies. 
Messrs. Brooks & Co. having been informed in the early part of the present 
year by their agent in New Zealand that window glass was offered 
for sale there under the name “‘ Red Star Brand,’’ made inquiries and then 
learnt for the first time that the société had registered the mark 
complained of. They ee 9 gave notice of motion to expunge th 
mark, and upon the hearing of the motion Stirling, J., held that the 
registered by the société was calculated to deceive, aud that the a 
were aggrieved persons and were not precluded by reason of th 
from cbtaining the relief they asked for, and he ordered the mark to be 
expunged from the register. The société appealed. 
Tuer Cover (Lixptey, Kay, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


appeal 
Lrxpiey, L.J., said the case was uestionably an interesting one, not 
only to the société, but to all persons interested in trade-marks. At first 
sight the two marks might, seem to be different; but, in order to see 
whether the mark registered by the société was calculated to deceive, 
was necessary to consider what the rights of Messrs. Brooks & Co. were 
under their registration of a star. That depended upon section 67 of the 
Trade-Marks, &c., Act of 1883, which, as altered by section 11 of 
Act of 1888, provided that ‘‘a trade-mark may be — in 
colour or colours, and such registration shall (subject to the pro 
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this Act) confer on the registered owner the exclusive right to use the 
name in that or any other colour or colours.” Messrs. & Oo. could 
use the star in any colour they liked. That being so, it was obvious that 
the société could not register Ree eee aie a Se 
glass, and it would be very strange if they could register a in 
words of that very ; or, in other words, if Bas. Pram to the 
ear, although not to eye. That was, his | really 


| 


e. 
the view ta by Stirling, J. The — was 
deceive, the glass exported by Messrs. Brooks & Oo. being known 
market as ‘Star Brand.” Under these circumstances, if Messrs. 


& Co. had been o the registration of the mark “ Red Star 
he thought the com: must have declined to register it. Butthe 
had aleeelly bows Sagaeees, ak Sp eRe cae ae iad 
saga iy vies i omnes Hing *° So ot wae ere 
m used for more three years ; — 
tion had been e and he was satisfied that Mesars. Co. 
did not in fact 
Sot ool gins Se Sages Seas the 


all: 





Ta his lordship’s opinion there was sufficient to rebut the presumption.— 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


BLOXHAM v, THE MEDICAL DEFENCE UNION (LIM.)-—Chitty, J., 
24th February. 


Company To Prorecr CxHaracrer or Mepicat Megn—Apvistnc AND 
Derenpinc on Assisting Mempers 1n Proceepincs—LAWFULNESS OF 
Onsecrs—Uttrra Virnes—MArnrenance. 


This was a motion by the plaintiff for an injunction restraining the 
defendant corporation and their council from paying out of the corpora- 
tion or union’s funds any moneys towards the costs and expenses of a 
member of the corporation in litigation with another member, and from 
undertaking the conduct of any such litigation, and, in particular, from 
subscribing any moneys towards the costs and expenses of a member in 
litigation am Mo between the plaintiff and such member, and from 
undertaking the conduct of such litigation. It appeared that the defendant 
union was registered as a limited company under the Companies Acts. 
By its memorandum of association (clause 3), its objects were stated to be 
‘*(1) to protect and support the character and interests of medical practi- 
tioners practising in the United Kingdom ; (2) to promote honourable 

and to suppress or prosecute unauthorized practitioners; (3) to 
advise and defend or assist in defending members of the union in cases 
where proceedings involving questions of professional principle or other- 
wise are brought inst them ; (4) to consider, originate, promote, and 
a (as far as is legal) legislative measures likely to benefit the medical 
profession.’’ By its articles of association it was provided—‘ (39) The 
council may, after due investigation, undertake the conduct or defence of, 
or assist in conducting or defending, any proceedings, whether of a 
strictly legal nature or otherwise, concerning or affecting any member of 
the union who may desire their assistance, provided that the cause of 
action or the proceeding has not arisen or been commenced prior to the 
date of the commencement of his membership of the union; and provided 
also that such member give a written undertaking to abide absolutely 
the decision of the counsel as to the conduct or defence of the case. 
council may also appoint one or more arbitrators either from their 
own body or from among the members of the union or otherwice for the 
settlement of professional difficulties and disputes in which any member 
of the union desiring the assistance of the union may be concerned.” 
The plaintiff and one C. were medical men and both members of the 
union. They had entered intoa partnership agreement. A dispute had 
arisen between them in connection with the agreement, and cross actions 
between them had been instituted and were now being proceeded with in 
the Queen’s Bench Division. The union, purporting to act under clause 
3 (3) of its memorandum and its article 39 supra, had resolved to aid and 
had aided C. in his litigation with the plaintiff. It did not appear that any 
allegation of professional misconduct was made against the plaintiff, and, 
if there was any professional question at all involved in the Queen’s Bench 
, it was not stated at the hearing of the present motion, the union 
declining, through their counsel, to make any statement, on the ground 
that the matters were sub judice. .The plaintiff claimed an injunction on 
the ground that the union, in undertaking the cause of a member when 
I with another member, was acting beyond the scope and powers 
of its memorandum and articles, and he also raised the objection that the 
acts complained of were unlawful maintenance, or that the articles pro- 
moted such maintenance of actions. 


Currry, J., said that the object of the motion was to obtain an injunc- 
tion to prevent an alleged misapplication of the funds of the defendant 
The words of the memorandum stating that the objects of 

the union comprise that of advising and defending or assisting members 
of the union in proceedings, were not limited to defending or assisting 
members in proceedings in connection with persons who were outside the 
union. Then came article 39, which spoke of such assistance being given 
after due investigation. This article, too, was not expressly limited, and 
his lordship saw no ground for limiting the article by implication to cases 
between members and outsiders. It was argued for Dr. Bloxham that it 
could not be intended that the funds of the society should be applied m 
maintaining one side or the other when the parties disputing were mem- 
bers. The limitation thus sought to be imposed did not appear correct to 


his lordship. The argument amounted to this—that if the council con- 
sidered, and rightly considered, that there was a case of professional mis- 
conduct all by one member against another, the council must hold its 


hand. That the assistance of the union could only be given to a member 
seemed a spas which scarcely required to be stated. Whether it 
advisable to interfere between members was a matter of policy for the 
council, and one with which, in point of law, the court was not 
A point on the words, “after due investigation,” was 
pressed for the tiff. It was said that the determination of the 
ey would assist, and whether they would expend the 
money of the union in the conduct or defence of the proceedings, was in 
nature of a judicial inquiry, and that the inquiry required to be pro- 
with according to the principles of elementary justice, or what was 
times natural justice ; and en that the council was 
give notice to Dr. Bloxham, and only decide after having heard 
ut it was a admitted that when a dispute arose between 
of the union and an outsider the outsider need not have notice 
union acted. That appeared to his lordship at the outset to be 
culty in the way of reading the article in the sense contended for 
. Bloxham.: He, however, should proceed on a broader ground. It 
said that the case was analogous to those cases relating to the deter- 
mination of a committee of a club who were —— to expel a member, 
and that the whole principle of club cases and all analogous cases applied 
to the construction to be put upon the due investigation mentioned in 


Bua 





article 39. In his opinion the analogy altogether failed. The club cases 
involved questions of deprivation o: —that was to say, of the 
enjoyment of proprietary rights in a club. The council here was not 
deciding any final question of t, and as to whether either party was 

ight or wrong that was left by the council for the decision of the court in 
which the action between the parties would be tried. In the articles of 
the union, where the question was one of expulsion or exclusion, there 
were provisions —- express notice to be given to the member sought 
to be excluded with a view to his being heard on the point before the 
council and providing for an appeal to a general meeting. The words 
‘* due investigation’ in article 39 did not involve a hearing, if the member 
himeelf was not desirous of obtaining the aid of the union. Moreover, in 
his opinion the council had a discretion, even if he had asked to be heard. 
As to the argument that the assistance of the union amounted to an 
unlawful maintenance of another man’s litigation, the answer to that was 
that the action was not a maintenance action in any form. There was, 
moreover, nothing in the affidavits or any su m that the motion 
involved a question of maintenance. Consequently the defendants had not 
come prepared to meet such a case. His lordship did not pronounce an 
opinion on the question of maintenance. The injunction must be re . 
—CounseL, Farwell, Q.C., and Cababé ; Byrne, Q.C., and Boome. Sout- 
crrors, 7. J. Savage ; Hempson § Elgar. 

[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re TAYLOR, TAYLOR v. WADE—Chitty, J., 22nd February. 


ADMINISTRATION — Speciric Pecunrany Lecacy to Desror—Ricut To 
Retain. 


The testator was a partner in the firm of J. W. & J. L. Taylor. The 
 naeoge articles provided for the continuance of the partnership for 
ourteen years from the 11th of October, 1884, and gave the partners, 
other than Herbert Taylor, power to appoint persons by will to succeed 
to their share of the business. In pursuance of this power the testator 
appointed his executors to Seeitanil him in the said business, and be- 
ueathed his share to them upon trust during a certain period to carry on 
the business and pay the whole of the profits to Herbert Taylor during 
his life. At the death of the said testator, Herbert Taylor owed him 
£5,600, which was still unpaid. Herbert Taylor had assigned his pro- 
perty for the benefit of his creditors. The executors having in hand a 
sum of £1,256 17s. 10d., profits in respect of the testator’s share in the 
business, took out a summons to determine whether they ought to retain 
this sum and other sums to accrue during the given period in or towards 
payment of the said debt, or whether they ought to pay the same to the 
assignees of Herbert Taylor. Counsel for the assignees of Herbert 
a oe contended that the gift of the profits was a specific legacy, against 
which there could be no retainer: Akerman v. Akerman (40 W. R. 12; 
1891, 3 Ch. 212), Cherry v. Boulibee (4 My. & Cr. 442), Courtenay v. Williams 
(3 Hare, 539). 


Currry, J., said the question was one of retainer or withholding. It 
was argued that there could be no retainer, because the gift of the profits 
was specific. No doubt the law was settled that, as against a specific 
devise, which was, of course, entirely outside the duties of the executors, 
there was no retainer. It was equally plain that where there was a 
specific gift of leaseholds no right of retainer arose. You could not 
measure the debt against the gift. In his lordship’s opinion, the same 
rule extended to specific bequests of chattels. Retainer was not applic- 
able; the right, if it existed, would be a right of lien. If this proposi- 
tion as to specific legacies were universal, it would cover the present case. 
But here he found on each side a liquidated demand. The executors had 
money in hand which it was their duty to pay to their debtor. His 
lordship thought he would be narrowing the doctrine of retainer unneces- 
sarily if he held there was no right to retain in such acase. The mass of 
the estate was diminished by the non-payment of the debt due, and, in 
his opinion, the executors had a right to retain the specifically- bequeathed 
partnership profits in satisfaction of the debt.—CounseL, Butcher ; Procter ; 
Buckmaster ; Grosvenor Woods, QC., and Theobald. Soutcrrors, Wade § 
Lyell ; Tatham § Procter ; Crosley § Burn. 


[Reported by G. Rowiayxp Atsrtoy, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


DAVIS v. CORPORATION OF LEICESTER—North, J., 27th February. 


Burtpixc Scueme—Resrnicrive Covenant—Saz or Corporation Lanp— 
Consent or Loca, Government Boarp—Mvunicrpat Corporations Act, 
1882, ss. 108, 109. 


In March, 1888, the Corporation of Leicester offered for sale by auction, 
subject to particulars and conditions of sale, large portions of land situate in 
the Sasa. and amongst them a piece of land di' into lots, numbered 
18 to 32. None of these lots were then sold. The conditions of sale pro- 
vided, inter alia, that the lots were offered for sale subject to the approval 
of the Lords of the Treasury, and that the purchaser of each lot was to 
erect a dwelling-house thereon as therein a and not to erect any 
other building. In November, 1888, parts of lots 31 and 32 were sold and 
conveyed to the plaintiff b private contract, but subject to the above con- 


ditions of sale, the being the corporation, the Lords of the 
Treasury, and the tiff. ‘The conveyance contained covenants by the 
plaintiff co with the above conditions, but no covenants by the 
corporation. the memorial presented to the Treasury under the 


Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, s. 108, to obtain their consent to the 
above sale no mention was made of the building scheme of 1888. In 1893 


the tion sold to the trustees of St. Stephen’s Presbyterian Church 
(defendants in the action) lots 18 and 19. The contract of sale provided 
that, in addition to a dwelling-house, as required by the above pont ~ town of 
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sale, a church or chapel with a hall might be erected on the land. Under 
a similar memorial to the Local Government Board (substituted by the 
Local Government Act, 1888, s. 72, for the Lords of the Treasury) the cor- 
poration obtained their consent to the sale to the trustees. The defendant 





Re DUKE OF MARLBOROUGH, DAVIS ». WHITEHEAD—<Stirling, J., 
20th February. 


Votuntary AssiIGNMENT—LEasnHOLDs—Morrtoacer sy Assignrz —Resutszrna 





















































trustees were ing to erect a church on the said lots18and19. This} Trausr—Panot Evipence as to Inrention—Srarvutz or Fravps (29 Car. 

4 was a motion by the plaintiff in the ection tor an inten mao 1 injunction 2, c. 3), a8. 7, 8. 
restraining the defendants, the egemoaptve = In this action, which was a creditor’s action for the administration of 
ght of the church, from (inter alia) e or permitting to be erected upon the estate of the late Duke of - ; the defendants being the 
prds lots 18 and 19, or any part thereof, any church, chapel, or other executors and trustees of his will, the now came before the court 
rr other than dwelling-houses contrary to the conditions of sale of the same | ¢o, consideration whether the house, No. 3, Carlton House- 
a issued by the corporation in March, 1888. terrace, the town residence of the late Duke Duchess of Marl- 
ard. Norrn, J., said that in the first noe the a may as an | borough, bel: absolutely to the latter, who was one of the defendants, 
an individual owner, there was no doubt that pul of the | or whether it formed part of the former’s outstanding personal estate. 
was particulars and conditions of sale was an invitation to the public to come | From the evidence it — that the duke and duchess were married in 
vas in and buy portions of the estate upon the foo of the New York in June, , and that about the same time the house in 
‘ion scheme put forward therein, and intended to all the purchasers as | question was bought for £21,000, which was paid by the duchess out of 
not likely to be for the benefit of all. The rights of the purchasers inter se | her separate estate, the lease to her by deed, dated the 19th 
any where such a scheme exists to enforce the provisions against one another, | of February, 1889. About the of and the of 1890 the 
ed. and the obligation attaching to the vendors to observe and perform the | duke was desirous of raising money a pressing debts, but he 
LI: same, were now thoroughly settled. It was contended for the defendants | found difficulty in doing so, and the d consented to allow him to 
that the form of their conveyances shewed that it was not the intention | borrow money on the security of the house, but it was arranged that the 
was 


that the corporation and the purchasers of the remaining land from them 
should be fettered by any building scheme, as, if this had been the 


intention, the corporation would have been required to enter into corre- | b , dated the 6th of June, 1890, for £16,000. In her affidavit the 
sponding covenants. This argument was not well founded. The cases | duchess stated that it was never intended that she should with the & 
x0 made it clear that the absence of such covenants was not fatal. The right house, but that the agreement was that it should be to the a 
existed not only where the several ies executed a mutual deed, but | duke solely to enable him to borrow a sum of money upon it, and that, 5 
wherever a mutual contract be sufficiently established. The | subject to the mortgage, the house should remain her own. She further 
he variation in the conditions of sale introduced when lots 18 and 19 were sold | deposed that the question of the to her was discussed on 


val to the trustees was obviously a departure from the building scheme, and a 
4 violation thereof. The church trustees were aware of the existence of the 
d building echeme. Under these circumstances his lordship was of opinion | duke 
oF that if the vendors had been private individuals the plaintiff would have 
PP been entitled to an injunction against the defendants. Did the fact that 
n the vendors were a municipal corporation alter thecase? His lordship saw 
& no difficulty in concluding that corporation was bound, but subject to 
n their power to bind themselves. By the Municipal ms Act, 
< 1882, ss. 108 and 109, a municipal corporation could not, authorized 
2 by Act of Parliament, sell, mortgage, or alienate Be | corporate land 
B without the approval of the. Treasury, but migh' approval, 
a" dispose of any corporate land by way of absolute or by way of mort- 
4 gage, charge, demise, lease, or otherwise, in such manner on such 
' terms and conditions as the Treasury might approve. The words ‘‘ or 
otherwise ’’ were very important, and, in his lordship’s opinion, the effect 
, of those sections was that a corporation could not dispose of its land, or any 
: right or interest therein at all, without the sanction of the Treasury unless 
| under an Act of Parliament. Now, the Treasury was never informed that 
the corporation had embarked upon any such buil scheme as was put 
forward in 1888. The Treasury never sanctioned the aor by the 
corporation in favour of the plaintiff of any other than those 
actually conveyed to him, or any right or interest in such lands, and the 
defect was one of substance. The plaintiff was in this dilemma. The 
Treasury had given their approval to all that could be found within the 
four corners of the deed of conveyance to the plaintiff, but nothing to be 
found in that conveyance gave him any right of action against the 
defendants. He claimed larger rights outside the conveyance, but those 
rights depended upon a disposition of corporate property which had not 
been approved by the Treasury, and the absence of that approval was a 
fatal defect. It was contended that the corporation oug t not to be 
allowed to set up a defect arising from their own default, but even if the 
argument were sound, which his lordship doubted, the objection was 
equally fatal to his case if set up by the church trustees, who were not in 
default. His lordship therefore dismissed the motion, and as t 
the church trustees with costs, but as against the corporation without 
costs, as there was t reason to complain of their conduct.—Counsg., 
S. Hall, Q.C., and Dunham; Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and F. ; 
Everitt, Q.C., and MeSwinney. Sortcrrors, Morse ¢ Simpson, for Parsons, 
Wykes, § Davis, Leicester; Field, Roscoe, § Co.; Surr, Gribble, ¢ Co., for 
R. & G. Toller § Sons, Leicester. 
[Reported by C. F. Duncay, Barrister-at-Law.} 
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Ex parte THE MIDLAND RAILWAY CO0.—North, J., 24th February. 


Practice—Raztway Company—Derosir—Prtirion ror Payment ovr— 
Lanps Ciauses Act, 1845 (8 Vict. c. 18), ss. 85, 87. 


This was a petition on the of the Midland Railway Co. for payment 
out of court of five sums pl an te deposited as security for the land- 
owners under section 85 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845. of the sums 
had been deposited in 1848 by the North-Western Railway Co., which in 
1873 transferred to the Midland Railway Co. the part of its undertaking 
in respect of which such deposits had been made. The Midland Railway 
Co. had itself deposited the other two sums in 1873. In all cases 
compensation payable to the landowners had been ascertained and 
and the receipts of such landowners were produced. There was e 
that the petitioners had forgotten the fact of the deposits having been 
mae, and they asked that service on the landowners might be dispensed 
With. 

Nortu, J., held, following Ex parte The Lancashire and Yorkshire Rail- 
way Co. (55 L. T. N. 8. 58), that such service might be dispensed with.— 
Counset, H. Greenwood; Methold. Sourcrrors, Beale ¢ Co. ; Official 


Solicitor. 
(Repcrted by J. Antrnur Paice, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Druce; Hastings, Q.C., and Macnaghten; Beale, Q.C., and Blackwell. 
Soxtcrrons, Lewis § Lewis; Milward § Co.; G. C. R. Marshall; Spencer 
Whitchead. 





[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. } 


THE MAYOR, ALDERMEN, AND CITIZENS OF THE CITY OF BIR- 
MINGHAM v. FOSTER AND OTHERS (CARRYING ON BUSINESS AS 
‘“‘ THE BIRMINGHAM PIG SALESMEN’S ASSOCIATION ” )—Romer, J., 
23rd February. 

Manxet—Partnersuir Assocration—Disturnance—“‘ Dweiuinc Pace, 
Suop, on Puace or Bustness ’’—Insunction—Markets anpd Fatrs 
Cuauses Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vier. c. 14). 

In this case the question for decision was whether the acts of the 
d:fendants, who carried on business as ‘‘ The Birmingham Pig Sellers’ 
Association,’’ were a disturbance of the market rights (statutory and 
m: norial) of the ration of Birmingham, or came within the exception 
contained in section 90 of the Birmingham Corporation Consolidation Act, 
1883 (hereinafter called the Act of 1883), which enacted that ‘‘ every 

nm who should sell or expose for sale within the borough of Birming- 

am, except in some market or fair lawfully authorized, or in his own 
dwelling-place, shop, or place of business, or the dwelling-place, shop, or place 
of business of the buyer or intended buyer, or on any farm or land in his oceupa- 
tion or in the occupation of a buyer or intended buyer, any article or thing in 
respect of which tolls, rents, stallages, or charges were by that Act autho- 
rzed to be taken,’’ should for every such offence be liable to the penalties 
therein mentioned. The Act of 1883 vested in the Corporation of Bir- 
hog the previously -existing market rights in Birmingham enjoyed 
by their predecessors, certain commissioners and others acting under Acts 
repealed and re-enacted in that Act. The exception above set out is 
more comprehensive than that contained in section 13 of the Markets 
and Fairs Clauses Acts (which was incorporated with the Birmingham 

Act) and which only excepts sales made by any person “‘ in his own dwell- 

ing-place or shop.” Among the market rights so vested in the corporation 

was the right to a market in the town and manor of Birmingham held 
upon every Thursday for neat cattle, horses, sheep, and pigs, and other 
goods and commodities, which had existed from time immemorial, having 
been originally granted by Gervase Paganell to Peter, son of William, 

the Sewer of Dudley, and confirmed by charters of King Henry II., 

Richard I., and Philip and Mary in 1557, and which had since then 

been uninterruptedly enjoyed by the predecessors of the corporation. 

The defendants, six in number, who had previously carried on business 

separately as pig salesmen, in October, 1891, formed a partnership under 

the name of the Birmingham Pig Salesmen’s Association, for the purpose 

(inter alia) of providing premises to carry on their respective businesses. 

According to the deed of partnership the buildings which were erected on 

a piece of land acquired by the partnership were allocated among the 

partners, and no partner was permitted to sublet or demise the part allotted 

tohim. Each partner entered into an agreement of yearly tenancy with 
the association at a fixed rent. The association, in fact, let out stalls and 
offites to its members, and twopence a head on every pig sold on the pre- 
mises was paid to the association. On the premises were common ways for 
the public ; lairs and penning places for pigs; two weighing machines ; 
and a common recom for frequenters of the place, all in addition to the 

‘an offices of the six members. It was also admitted in evidence that 
gains were nct always completed in these offices, but anywhere in the 

building, though every sale had to be completed through a member of the 

association. The corporation of Birmingham sued the defendants for 
infringing their market rights, and claimed an injunction restraining 
them. The defendants pleaded that what they had done was merely sell- 
fog and exposing for sale by each separate tenant in his own shop or 
separate place of business within the exception contained in section 90 of 
the Act of 1883, and that they were not liable to an injunction. 


Romer, J.—I think the injunction must go. The plaintiffs must rely 
on their statutory market rights and not on any special rights of the old 
mauor market. But under the statutes the plaintiffs have undoubtedly 
market rights, they alone have the right to establish a market and they 
alone have the right to establish a pig market, and they have the right 
to eay that no one shall hold any pig market or disturb them, subject to 
the exception contained in section 90 of the Act of 1883. Having regard 
to section 90 of that Act the plaintiffs cannot be heard to say that their 
market is infringed merely because any person is selling, in his dwelling- 
place of business, &c., or on any piece of land in his occupation, pigs or 
other articles. But subject to these statutory exceptions no persons 
within the plaintiffs’ borough have a right to cet up a rival market, and I 
think on the facts the defendants are disturbing the market and infringing 
the plaintiffs’ rights. First, as to what arethey doing regarded as an associa- 
tion, and apart from what each is doing asan individual. In substance, 
what the defendants have done is to establish a market for the sale of 


pigs as a rival to the corporation market and have been successful in so 


doing, and have practically disturbed their market. [After stating the 
facts above set out his lordship continued:—] The whole scheme under 
which this market is established is one to enable the defendants to oust 
the plaintiffe. Itis true pigs cannot be sold except through one of the 
defendants, but that does not prevent the defendants’ acts being a 
disturbance. If this is not a disturbance I do not know what would amount 
to one. The ces are stronger than those in the case of Goldsmid 


v. The Great Eastern Railway (9 App.. Cas. 927), to which my attention has 
been called. Then when I turn to see what each individual is doing, it is 
not a case where each is selling in a shop, or place of business, or land in 
his occupation within rection 90 of the Act of 1883. Looking at the eub- 
stance of the matter, the business of the defendants is not even taking 
place exclusively on the premises which are occupied by each defendant as 





lessee of the association. The association may be said to be in 

of the actual premises as owners. But as an association they are not 
selling. It is each individual who is selling, and each who is selling is 
not confining his business to parts of the premises leased to himself. I 
am satisfied this is not a case where the usual sales are effected by any in- 
dividual in any shop or place of business belonging tohim. Aninjunction 
will therefore be granted in these terms. Restrain the defendants and 
each of them from using or permitting to be used the premises in ques- 
tion for the sale of pigs, as Ihe premises have hitherto been used, or in 
any way so as to bea disturbance of the plaintiffs’ pig market, or so as 
to be an infringement of their market rights. Order also an inquiry as 
to damages.—Counsz, Sir R. Webster, Q.C., R. Neville, Q.C., and Parker ; 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., Haldane, Q.C., and Hugo Young. So.tcrrors, Sharpe, 
Parker, Pritchards, §& Barham, for Edward Orford Smith, town clerk, Bir- 
mingham ; C. £. Beal, for Horton § Redfern, Birmingham. 


[Reported by J. W. Greic, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Winding-up Cases. 


Re THE INVICTA WORKS (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 21st 
February. 


Company — Winpinc vup— Creprror—Svusstirutep Petitioner — Com- 
pANies (Wrinpinc-up) Acr, 1890 — Rutes or Marcu, 1893, xr. 2— 
Rutes 20 anp 21 or Aprit, 1892. 


This was a petition by a creditor for the compulsory winding up of the 
above-named company. The petitioner was personally willing to with- 
draw the petition, and an ana was now made by an alleged creditor 
of the company that he might be substituted as petitioner in the place of 
the original petitioner under rule 2 of the Rules of March, 1893. No 
notice under rule 20 of April, 1892, had been given of the alleged 
creditor’s intention to appear. The rule (of March, 1893) provides that 
‘* when a petitioner consents to withdraw his petition, or to allow it to be 
dismissed or the hearing adjourned, the court may, upon such terms as 
it may think just, substitute as petitioner any creditor or contributory 
who, in the opinion of the court, would have a right to present a petition 
and who is desirous of prosecuting the petition.” ; 

VaucHan Wit.t1Ams, J., made an order that the alleged creditor should 
be substituted for the original petitioner, and directed that the petition 
should stand over to enable the substituted petitioner to make an affidavit 
in support of the petition—CounseL, Frank Evans; George Cave ; Mac- 
naghten. Soxicrrors, Ranger, Burton, § Frost; Ford, Lloyd, § Co. ; Bagot, 
Harte, § Co. 

[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law.| 





High Court—Qusen’s Bench Division. 
RANKEN v. HUNT AND OTHERS—26th February. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—COVENANT NOT TO USE PREMISES FOR SALE OF 
Liqvuor—Civus—Saxe or Liqvor TO MEMBERS FOR BENEFIT OF CLUB. 


This was an appeal from a judgment of nonsuit entered by his Honour 
Judge Coventry in an action brought in the Blackburn County Court to 
recover damages and an injunction for breach of a covenant contained in 
a lease made by the plaintiff’s predecessor in title and vested in the 
defendants for tke residue of the term. The covenant in question was by 
the lessees, that they would not ‘‘ permit the said Sieaaines to be used 
. . .« fora public-house, inn, tavern, or beershop, or otherwise for the 
sale of wine, malt liquor, or spirituous liquors.”” The facts proved by the 
plaintiff or admitted were as follows. he defendants were the members 
of the Hoddlesden Working Men’s Club, and the premises were used for 
the purposes of that club. Malt liquors and spirituous liquors were 
supplied to the members of the club upon the premises (and occasionally 
to friends introduced by members under the of the club), at prices 
fixed by the members or committee of the club. The caretaker of the club 
supplied the liquor and received the cash paid for it by the members, and 
accounted for the same to the committee. The cash so received was 
applied in payment for the liquors obtained for the purposes of the club, 
and any profit made was used for the general purposes of theclub. The 
county court judge held that there had been no “‘ sale’’ of liquors within 
the meaning of the covenant, and nonsuited the plaintiff. The plaintiff 
appealed. Graff v. Evans (8 Q. B. D. 373) and Newell v. Hemingway (58 
L. J. M. C, 46) were relied upon in support of the decision of the county 
court. For the ge it was contended that these cases, which were 
decisions upon the Licensing Acts, had no application to the present 
case, and it was stated that there was no case in point upon the con- 
struction of a similar covenant in a lease. 

Tue Covrt (Matuew and Cave, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Martuew, J.—I am of opinion that this appeal must be dismissed. I 
think the county court judge was right in holding that this covenant has 
not been infringed. It appears that the house in question is being used 
as a club, the property of which belongs to the members of the club. 
The members pay their subscriptions and delegate to one of the members 
the business of distribu’ liquors to the members at prices which are 
agreed upon by them. I do not think that that is a sale within the mean- 
ing of the covenant: that covenant in my opinion relates to a sale to the 
outside public, and not to a distribution of liquor to the members of a 
club. The authorities which have been cited seem to me to be in point; 
it was attempted in those cases to make out that clubs such as this ought 
to have a licence under the Licensing Acts, but it was held that there was 
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no sale of intoxicating liquors within the meaning of those Acts. 
Here, I think, there was no sale within the meaning of the covenant. 
Cavz, J.—I am of the same opinion, and for the same reasons. Appeal 
dismissed.—Covunset, Willes Chitty ; Hobson. Souscrrons, Pritchard, 
Englefield, § Co., for Costeker, Darwen ; Dawes § Co., for Riley, Blackburn. 
[Reported by T. BR. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.) 


ROSCOE v. RODEN—26th February. 


Trespass — AnmAL Damacs Frasant—Szizurz — Rigut to Matntain 
AcTION IN RESPECT oF InJunyY pong BY AntMaL Szrzep. 


This was an appeal by the defendant from the decision of His Honour 
Judge Sir Horatio Lloyd, giving judgment for the plaintiff in an action 
brought in the Ohester County Court to recover for injury done 
to the plaintiff’s filly by a pony the property of the defendants. It a) em 
that the defendant’s _~ had gone upon the plaintiff’s land an 
his filly. The plaintiff seized the pony while it was upon his land, and 
while it was still in his possession brought this action to recover 
for the injury done to the filly. The question was whether the plaintiff 
was entitled to maintain the action without first restoring the pony to the 
defendant. The county court judge held that he could bring his action 
for the damage done to his filly, because that was not a matter in which 
he could recoup himself by a sale of the pony. He therefore gave judg- 
ment for the plaintiff for the sum at which he assessed the loss to the 
plaintiff by reason of the damage to his filly. The defendant appealed, 
and contended that, the plaintiff having elected to take his remedy of 
seizing defendant’s pony as security for the recovery of damages for the 
injury done to his animal, could not also sue for the trespass. As to the 
rights of a person who has seized an animal damage feasant, Bac. Abr. 
Distress (F.), Cro. Car. 238, and Vaspor v. Edwards (12 Mod. 658) were 
cited. For the plaintiff it was argued that he could not recoup himself 
for the damage by the sale of the animal seized, it being pro’ by 17 
& 18 Vict. c. 60, s. 1, that a person who had impounded an animal 
could only sell it to recover the value of food supplied, and must render 
the overplus to the owner; that there was thereforé no objection to the 
plaintiff bringing this action, although he retained the pony as security for 
payment of its keep. 

Tur Court (Matuew and Cave, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Maruew, J.—I am of opinion that this appeal must be allowed. It 
seems that there is no recent authority upon this subject, but upon the 
old authorities it is clear that 4n animal trespassing upon a stranger’s land 
and doing damage to other animals may be arrested damage feasant. 
It is stated in Rolle’s Abridgment, Distress, p. 664 (A.), ecto rome 
in Bacon’s Abridgment: ‘‘A greyhound may be taken damage feasant 
running after conies in a warren ; so may a ferret brought into a warren.’’ 
Now here this pony went on to the plaintiff’s land and injured his filly ; 
the plaintiff took possession of the pony, and, while still retaining 
possession of it, brought this action to recover damages for the injury 
done to his filly. The objection was taken that, having elected to seize 
the pony, he could not also recover da in an action. I think that 
the authorities cited shew that a man has the choice of either seizing the 
animal which has done the injury or bringing an action for . 
Here the plaintiff seized the pony, and I think he cannot maintain his 
action. The appeal must, be allowed. 

Cave, J.—I am of the same opinion. It has been difficult to trace the 
law upon this subject back to its source, but looking at Comyn’s cg 
and going back from there to Rolle, we find it distinctly laid down 
a man may distrain upon avimals and inanimate things which are 
doing injury to his own animals upon his land; for instance, upon a 
greyhound or a ferret in his warren. He cannot take either an animal or 
an inanimate thing when it is actually in the possession of its owner, 
such as the horse upon which he is riding, or a pone. te which he has 
in his hand. Where the animal or thing is not actually in the on 
of its owner, it can be seized damage feasant. But where the animal 
distrained upon is in the possession of the person who has eeized it, he 
cannot also bring an action for damages. On this ground I think the 
appeal must be allowed. Appeal allowed; leave to appeal refused.— 
Counse., Macmorran ; Hope. Soutcrrons, Hamlin, Grammer, § Hamlin, for 
J. P. Cartwright, Chester; Austin § Austin, for Mason, Chester. 

{Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. } 





County Courts. 
SIMMONDS v. TURNER—Oxford, 22nd February. 
Rieut or Avuprence 1n County Courts. 


Mr. George Mallam, jun., applied, on behalf of the plaintiff, for a new 
trial in the case of Simmonds v. Turner. The plaintiff, a market gardener, of- 
Crescent-road, Cowley, claimed for repairs and a quarter’s rent. The ac- 
tion was tried at the last sitting of the court, when a judgment of non- 
suit was entered with costs against the plaintiff. 

Mr. Addison.—I appear on behalf of Silas Turner, the defendant, a 
carrier. 

His Honovr.—Is he your own client ? 

Mr. Addison.—He is the client of Messra. Thomas Mallam & Co. I 
appear to represent Messrs. Thomas Mallam & Co. on this occasior.. 

is Honovurn.—I shall be bappy to grant you leave, but you can only 
address the court by leave. 

Mr. Addison.— With the greatest deference to your Honour I should like 
to claim my right to appear without leave. “Messrs. Thomas Mallam & 
Co. appeared for Silas Turner through me at the trial, and I am anxious 


to appear again for them, { 








understand you appear as clerk in the employment of Messrs. 
Mr. Addison.—I shall be glad if your Honour will note, in the permanent 
ployment. 


and exclusive em; 
His Honovr.—You claim, as a t, to be here, and to address the 
court on behalf of your principals also on behalf of the defendant ? 


Mr. Addison.— oo, Se OS Sie eee Sere © Sw Serre 


solicitor, and having tigned the . 
perfectly to grant you leave, Mr. Addison, to 

Sane OS a ee claim it 
asa t. 

Mr. Addison.—I am sorry to say in this case I must claim it as a right. 

His Honovr.—You do not ask for leave? 

ies Meee sdad poe de eke tnt 

onour.—And you do n ve 

Mr. Addison.—No. r 

His Honovr.—I need not recapitulate the reasons for which I 
to refuse your application if you put it on the ground of right. The 
reasons are exactly the same as those I gave in the case of 
Turner, at Thame. pn reported in Soxtcrrors’ JournnaL 
vo]. 38, R; 256.] If Tam wrong I a 
Messrs. Thomas Mallam & Co. will steps-to have me set right. 


decided. He might say for certain it would go to a higher 
Mr. Geo. Mallam, jun., ap for costs A 

the case was adjourned in 
=F aemggen aid ; think te ught to resist it, seeing that 

application, an not t) . 

plaintiff was quite dj neers to go on. 
Mr. Addison said he was to 
His Honovur.—I think there ought to 

having this matter authoritatively determined. 


His Honovr.—A good many things have happened since then. As I 


] 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLL. 
Feb. 20.—Grorce Tuomas Hatou (Liverpool). 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


Tue Sevcntieth Annual Meeting of the Proprietors of the above 

was held at the Office, 187, Fleet Street, London, on Wednesday, the 28 

ult., Mr. W. F. Fladgate in the chair. The following report of the 

Directors to the proprietors for the year ending 31st December, 1893, was 
resented :— 

. The Directors have pleasure in submitting their Seventieth Annual 

Report showing the result of the operations of the Society for the year 

ending 31st December, 1893, 

The number of policies effected during the year was 464, assuring the 
sum of £590,557, and of this amount re-assurances to the extent of 
£69,250 were effected with other offices, leaving £521,307 as the Society's 
net business. : 

The new [ameigere we posenme.. single premiums and ums in 
of fatal accident risks) amounted to £16,193, and of sum £1,398 was 
paid for re-assurances, 

The Society also received new nee premiums amounting to £6,711, 
and of this sum £1,537 10s, was paid for re-assurances. 

In addition the Society received premiums amounting to £348 18s. 2d. 
in respect of re-assurances against the risk of death from fatal accidents, 
under the agreement mentioned below. 

The total net premium income for the year was £230,333. 

The following figures show the progress of the total net premium 
income during the last five years :— 





1888 1889 1890 1891 1892 1898 
215,062 | 216,082 | 219,669 | 224,084 | 226,420 | 230,388 











Seven Annuities were granted, in respect of which (after pro f 
@ necessary re-assurance) tne Bostety received the sum of £7,629 6s. 1 

The Funds of the Society were increased by the sum of £37,620, which 
includes the net purchase moneys received for Annuities. _ 

The average rate of interest yielded by the Society's Funds was 
£4 1s, 3d. per cent. 

The ex of management (incl commission and cost of new 
Act of liament) represent £11 12a, 74, per cent. of the total net 
premium income, 

The net Claims amounted to £302,091 (including £108,728 bonuses), in 
respect of 163 policies upon 111 lives. The bonuses on 
policies which became Claims (the bonuses to which had 
ao or in part been sw ) averaged 69 per 
cent, original sums le 

The net amount of Claims in 1893 was about £81,000 less than the 
eapected amount according to the H™ Table of Mortality on which the 
Society's valuations are based, 
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The average age at death of the lives assured under policies which 
‘became Olaims was about 70 years, and the average duration of such 
policies was about 34 years. 

An agreement has been entered into with the Law Accident ani Con- 
tingency Insurance Society, Limited, for re-assuring a portion of the risks 
of death from fatal accidents undertaken by that Society, This business 
promises to increase considerably. 

Daring the year the Royal Assent has been given to an Act extending 
the objects al powers of the Society, and empowering the proprietors to 
make new regulations. The Directors will shortly submit to the 
_o suggested regulations for their consideration. 

e Directors propose to pay to the proprietors in April next a dividend, 
including interim bonus, of 10s. per share (being at the rate of 5 per cent. 
per annum) for the second half of the year 1893. 

The Directors have to record with great regret the decease of their 
colleague, Sir Arnold W. White, who rendered valuable services to the 
proprietors since his appointment as a Director in February, 1865. 


The CHAIRMAN said: The first business that we have to do, is to 
elect a new director. I believe that, under our constitution, it is the 
province of the shareholders, if they think right, to have a scrutiny as to 
whether the candidate has a sufficient qualification. I do not know 
whether, on this occasion, that is requisite, but, if not, I proceed to move 
“That Mr. George Ernest Steward be elected a director of the Society.” 
In doing so, I think you will pardon me for saying a few words as to his 
predecessor, Sir Arnold White, who, since the year 1865, was a director of 
this Society, All his friends found Sir Arnold White to be a man whose 
kindness, courtesy, and geniality, endeared him to them; and I am quite 
sure that many of us here present will regard his loss as that of a very dear 
friend. Hear, hear.) His services to the Society were very great, and his 
knowledge of business, and the care with which he looked after our interests, 
were such that all of us, his co-directors, fully appreciated him and the 
counsels that he gave us. 1 beg formally to move that Mr. George Ernest 
Steward be appointed a director of the Society, in the place of Sir Arnold 
William White, deceased. 

Mr. BrrcHaM-: I have much pleasure in seconding Mr. Steward’s 
nomination, and, although I am sure it will be very difficult to fill the 
gap which I hope he may be elected to fill, we have, in making the 
suggestion to the proprietors, satisfied ourselves that he will be a very 
useful man, and, I am sure, will do his best in the interests of the Society. 

The Report and Accounts having been taken as read, 

The CHAIRMAN said : I will not trouble you with many words in moving 
the adoption of the Report. During the past year the directors have 
obtained an Act of Parliament for enlarging the scope and powers of the 
Society. There were three reasons which principally actuated them in 
obtaining that Act. The first was that under our former constitution 
we had no power whatever of granting annuities. We do not wish to be 
&@ company catering very greatly for the sale of annuities; but we find 
that in carrying out the business of the Society it is exceedingly useful 
for us to have this power, and consequently we thought it well to obtain 
it. We had, further, no power to grant sinking fund policies, which are 
now much used, and which we have thought well to get the power to 
grant. And, further, we obtained additional powers as to investing the 
moneys of the Society. The rules and regulations under the Act of Parliament 
will have to be brought before you at two meetings. They are now occupying 
the attention of a committee of our Board, and will soon be put before you. 
I think that the position of the Society at the present moment is a very 
satisfactory one. In fact, it is as healthy as it can be. If we compare the 
business done during the present quinquennium with that which was done 
during the same period of the last quinquennium, the results are exceed- 
ingly satisfactory. For the four years ending 1888 we issued 825 policies, 
assuring a net amount of a little under £994,000, whereas in the four years 
ending 1893 we issued 1,807 policies, assuring a total net amount of 
£2,151,000. That increase must be certainly satisfactory to the pro- 
prietors. It is also a satisfaction that this year our funds have increased 
SB amount of £37,000. It is also a pleasure to be able to state 

t the expenses of the Society this year have been comparatively small. 
As a matter of fact they are less by some seven hundred pounds than they 
were in the year 1892 ; that is to say the normal expenses. If we put on 
the expenses cf the Act of Parliament, which are about £1,000, the total 
is somewhat more ; but, of course, those expenses only occur occasionally 
in the history of an office, and, therefore, we do not consider them 
as forming of the ordinary expenses of the management 
of the Society. Excluding the cost of the Act of Parliament, but 
including commission, the ratio of expenses in 1893 was £11 3s. 6d. 
per cent. of our total net premium income, In 1892 the ratio was 
£11 188, 11d. per cent. When we see that in many other offices the ratio 
of expenses amounts to 15 or 16 per cent. of the premium income, I think 
that our percentage is exceedingly satisfactory. Going briefly through 
the Report, the business this year has been slightly smaller than it was 
Jast year ; but for the third year in succession the new premiums amount 
to. about £20,000. In the year 1893, 464 policies were granted assuring a net 
amount of £521,000. In 1892 504 policies were granted, assuring a net 
amountof £557,000. Thisis not a very great difference. At the same time 
most offices of which we have seen the Reports have also suffered during 
the past year. You will probably have noticed that there is an item of £348 
which is mentioned in the Report as having been received in respect of 
the reassurance of fatal accident risks. That is a business which we have 
taken up after careful consideration, and after having the advice of our 
officers as to the terms upon which it should be accepted, we have every 


reason to believe that it will lead to satisfactory results, We have had no 





loss. Our connection can be practically severed at once if we should 
find that does not work satisfactorily. The increase of the total 


net premium income has been constantly growing since the year 
1888, in which year it was £215,062. In the year under review it 
is £280,338. Some annuities have been granted already pursuant to 
our powers, but as I mentioned before, we do not propose to push this part 
of our business. The rate of interest has slightly decreased. In 1892 it 
was £4 2s. 1d. Last year the average rate was £4 1s. 3d. As a matter of 
fact, I do not think these figures can be exactly compared, because a large 
amount of e's have been paid off during the past year, and there is 
necessarily a loss of interest pending the re-investment. The 
claims which have been paid amount to £302,091, including bonuses to 
the extent of £108,728, and it appears that the bonuses on participating 
policies which became claims (the bonuses attaching to which had not 
either wholly or in part been previously surrendered) averaged 69 per 
cent, of the original sums assured. Now I think that is an exceedingly 
satisfactory amount of bonus to be able to show. The average age at 
death of the lives assured under policies which became claims was about 
seventy years. I am afraid that we cannot go on increasing on 
seventy years. But it is a coincidence that is our seventieth 
Annual Meeting, and an average age at death of seventy years certainly 
shows that the lives which have been chosen are not lives which have 
been recklessly accepted. The agency business has been carefully watched 
by the directors, and, as we intimated at the last Annual Meeting was our 
intention, we have appointed a new Inspector for Manchester and East 
Lancashire, so as to increase the business in those districts. In con- 
cluding the few remarks which I have made to you, I think we may 
safely consider that our business is an exceedingly successful one, and 
that we ought to thank the inspectors and agents, and also the 
officers of the Society, whose work to us as directors is certainly fully 
appreciated. We are sorry that Mr. Walsh, one of our auditors, has been 
ill, and was not able to attend the audit. I think there is nothing 
more that I need say. If there are any questions on the accounts, we can 
go through them; but I do not think there is ——— of importance. 
I now beg to move the adoption of the report and accounts for the year 
1893, 

The Hon. A. E. GATHORNE-HarRDY, M.P.:—I have much pleasure in 
seconding that motion. 

The CHAIRMAN :—As no gentleman has any question to ask upon the 
accounts, the motion is that the Report and Accounts for the year 1898 
be adopted. 

A show of hands was taken, and the motion was carried unanimously. 

The CHAIRMAN ;—I have now to ask whether any proprietor has any 
notice of motion to give for the next meeting. If not, all that I have to 
do is to thank you for your attendance to-day and for the attention which 
you have paid. 

A vote of thanks to the Chairman was moved by Mr. P. V. Smith, and 
carried unanimously. 





THE BIRMINGHAM LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The number of members on the register on the 3lst of 
December, 1893, was 291. Nineteen barristers have subscribed for the 
privilege of using the library. 

Law classes.—These classes have been conducted during the past twelve 
months by Mr. Frank 8. Pearson, and the results of the year’s work have 
more than justified the favourable anticipations to which your committee 
gave expression in the last annual report, founded on the short experience 
they had then had of Mr. Pearson’s methods. They would cordially 
acknowledge the ability and zeal with which he has conducted the classes, 
and the great amount of personal care and attention that he has devoted 
to the preparation of his lectures. Your committee are pleased to note 
that there has been a very material increase in the number of students 
joining, and a marked improvement in the attendance, consequent, no 
doubt, on the augmented efficiency of the classes under Mr. Pearson’s 

dance. At the same time they cannot but feel that the provision thus 
made for the education of the articled clerks of the city and neighbour- 
hood should receive far wider support than is at t accorded to it, and 
they would venture to repeat the appeal for ce in this particular, 
so often made to members of this society. It is not to be expected that 
students will, in every case, be ready to avail themselves of the advantages 
which these classes afford without some amount of encouragement from their 
principale, and it is to the exercise of this influence by members on their 
articled clerks that your committee must look to insure a full measure of 
success for this part of the society’s work. Your committee have re- 
appointed Mr. Pearson as reader for the year 1894, and they are pleased 
to be able to add that the grant of £100 towards the expenses of the 
classes, which has now for several years been made by the Incorporated 
Law Society U.K., will be continued for the like period. 

Land Transfer Bili.—Once more this familiar aonaing > in the 
record of the year’s pa of the society. Earl the year the 
Bill “ to simplify titles and tate the transfer of »” which had been 
introduced in the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor, received 
the careful and anxious consideration of your committee. The prin- 
- provision to which they felt bound to take exception was that 
which in effect sought to make com oo Soe 
ration initiated in a ve form by the Land Transfer t, 
1875. They could not but feel, in common with other provincial 
law societies, that this last - mentioned Act had altogether failed 
to attract landowners, mainly by reason of the delay, inconvenience, and 
trouble which has been consequent on the registration of titles under it ; 
and it seemed to them that before an attempt was made to force ifs pro- 
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visions on property-holders against their will, there should at least be 
some endeavour to meet the fatal objections that have so often been urged 
against the present mode of working the Act, and that any amendment 
which might be directed to this object should be embodied in an Act of Par- 
liament, and should receive ample trial before the idea of compulsion was 
suggested. Your committee also took grave exception to the p' 
involved in clause 17 of the Bill, which clause not only provided that 
whole administrative machinery should be subsequently by means 
of rules and orders—a modern but most objectionable lax method of 
legislation—but also sought to reserve a dangerously wide power (to be also 
exercised though the medium of rules and orders) to extend the 
of the measure to matters outside its apparent purview. A meet- 
ing of the society was called for the 19th of April, when @ resolution 
was passed and a memorial to the Lord Chancellor and a petition to the 
House of Lords adopted emphasizing the above objections, and urging 
that the whole question of Land Transfer should be referred to a select 
committee, with power to take evidence. The Incorporated Law Society 
U. K. initiated a determined opposition to the Bill, in the course 
of which application was made to all the provincial law societies for 
certain details as to small conveyancing transactions, with a view to shew the 
cheapness and expedition with which such matters can be and are fre- 
quently carried out under the present system. A circular letter was accord- 
ingly addressed to all the members of this society for the requisite in- 
formation, and containing an undertaking that the su) inre- 
sponse to this uest should be seen by no one but the hon. secretary, it 
being felt that only in this way could information of such a private nature be 
for. Ycur committee are anxious that it should be understood that 
this undertaking was strictly carried out, especially in view of the fact 
that similar material may have to be sought in the future, should a like 
occasion unfortunately arise. All the returns, with the exception of those 
which were sent back by special uest, were eventually burned. Your 
committee would gratefully acknowledge the readiness with which many 
members responded to this appeal for help, and the time and trouble 
which were thus expended. Returns were received from 41 offices, repre- 
senting a total of 1,268 transactions, and these were subsequently tabulated 
and 100 copies printed for present and future use. Full reports from this 
and other provincial law societies were sent in to the chief law society, 
and it is no exaggeration to say that the large amount of evidence that they 
contained as to the satisfactory conduct of the present method of con- 
ae exercised a most material effect upon the ultimate fate of the 
Bill. The Bill passed the House of Lords and was sent down to the 
House of Commons at the beginning of the Long Vacation, where it was 
read a first time. Petitions and deputations > oe various local members 
of Parliament on the subject were organized by the Incorporated Law 
Society, and your committee were on the point of arranging for a confer- 
ence with the members for the city and neighbouring constituencies when 
they received the welcome news that the Bill had been dropped, and that 
no further action need be taken for that session. They sincerely trust 
that no similar measure will make its appearance when Parliament again 
assembles, thoughSformer experience leads them to feel that, until the 
subject is more conclusively disposed of, the attitude of the profession 
must be one of vigilance. 

Assize districts.— Your committee were greatly disappointed to find on 
the issue, in July last, of the Order in Council dealing with this subject 
that the claims of Birmingham to rank as the centre of an assize district 
for the midland counties had not received the favourable consideration of 
her Majesty’s judges. They are of opinion that the geographical position 
of the city alone, situated as it is in the midst of a large and lous 
district, and on the confines of the three counties of Warwick, Worcester, 
and Stafford, should mark it out as a convenient centre for such a purpose. 
Moreover, the great facilities of railway communication which it ene 
and which make it readily accegsible from all the large towns of the neigh- 
bourhood, still further emphasize the force of the argument above 
adduced. They venture to think that, considering-the size and growing 
importance of the city, it is a matter of no small hardship to lar 
numbers of pereons that it should be necessary, even at one assize in the 
year, to proceed at much expense and inconvenience to places less favour- 
ably located than Birmingham is; while the provision so recently made 
by the city council in the erection of assize courts, which afford every 
accommodation alike to the bench, the legal profession, suitors, witnesses, 
and others concerned in the administration of justice, has, in their 
opinion, removed the only reason which could formerly have been adduced 
for not placing Birmingham, in this t, upon a foo of equality 
with other more favoured centres of population. Your committee intend, 
on the first available opportunity, to bring the matter to the attention of 
the proper authorities, and to urge the consideration of the city’s claims 
to still greater facilities for the trial of civil and criminal cases. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Feb. 26—Mr. A. K. Common in the chair.—Mr. J. Samuel Green 
moved: ‘‘ That the decision of the Court of Ap in Rouse v. Bradford 
Banking Co.. was wrong.’’ Dr. OC. Herbert Smith opposed, and after an 
interesting debate and an able reply from Mr. Green the motion was 
carried by one vote. The case, which is quite a recent one, will be 
remembered as a valuable contribution to the law of principal and surety. 


Mr. George Ernest Steward, of the firm of Messrs. Bell, Stewards, 
May, & How, 49, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been elected a director of the 
Law Life Assurance Society, in the room of Sir Arnold W. White, 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Pretoaary Examination. 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
qreepetal of Se Exctieinney Suapemen: tam 5 sae See Se ee 


Atterbur’ John L mg MeBayne de George Edward 
, John Lucas. 
Bailey, Herbert John 
Balmer, Arthur Alban Davenport 
Barlow. Fence Martin, Harry 
Ww, 

Bickerstaffe, Robert Gerrard Mason. Ponta Goll” 
Blake, Charles Henry Benjamin Metcalfe, Thomas Davis 
Bradish, Henry Bell Morgan, 
Bradshaw, Thomas Olaridge Murray, James Alexander Russell 
Brooks, Arthur Percy Olivey, James 
Bryan, John Hinton Dudley Stuart 
Bullock, Albert Henry 
Burrough, William Geo , John 
Carlyon, Herbert Sydney Potter, Edward 
Chadwick, Tom Price, Edmond Long 
Cheesman, William Edward Foster Pritchard, John James 
Olerk, Frederick Malcolm 
Crerar, Alfred Reid, Ed 
Crofton, John Ffolliott Rogers, James Arthur Warrington 
Deve ‘Bone Geo Naunton Seabee Wilfrid Vineont 

avies, Henr: aun 

vies, David Evan Herbert 
en Bag a Sherrard, yo Cecil 
, Clement es harles Cople 

Dickson, William H Sterry, Alfred , 

unster, Henry Thomas ® mers Cham; 
Duxbury, Yates Swit Lionel vid Piercy 

, Frederick William White Guy 


Ferguson, Robert nry Langton 
Fr Chetios hichard D. Thorpe “ aan ror 

‘ox, acre . 
Freeman, David Turle, John 
Gooding, Frank Watson, Charles Bailey 
Griffiths, Rhys David Watson, Wallace Aldridge 
Grover, Morgan Llewellyn Wi - William Ernest 
Grundy, Peter Morris Wella, ‘ewton 
Hall, John Edward Wi Noel Robinson 
Hare, George Dudley Welford, 
Harrison, Godfrey Denis Wi Robert 
Hollins, Frank Evelyn Stuart Ww be Perc 
Hood, Alan Donald Whitchurch, Arthur Hubert 
Hooker, James Ayerst Howard Whitehoad, James Crompton 


Hopkins, Edwin 

Johnson, Sydney Newman 
Jones, Reginald Cecil 
Linton, Frederick 


Ww. 
Wood, Bertram Wilmot ; 
Worsley, Edward Geoffry Parker 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denatina Socrrty.—Feb. 27—Mr. A. Watson in the 
chair.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That, in the opinion of = society, 


Soe tat ot eocan, cak tal Lokaein eee ee country 
has been disastrous, and that legislation the een SS 
binations having Se Oke Oe es oe, of of 
labour is ae for.” Mr. E. in the affirmative ; 
Mr. Foden Pattinson o in the negative. follo members 
also spoke :—Mesars. Stevens, and T The 


Wilkinson, 
further discussion of the was adjourned to Tuesday, March 6. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION, 
Onpzr or Court. 


Th , the 22nd day of rae 1894. 
I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord Chancellor of Great Britain, do 
hereby order that the action of * Jones v The Effective Publishing 
Co. (Limited) (1894—J—149), be transferred from the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Kekewich to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
Henscuzxt, O,. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orpzr or Court. 
Teli, a ek Frees 1894, 
Whereas, from the present state of business before Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice , Mr. Justice Kekewich, 
and Mr. Justice Romer , it is that a of the 
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or of trial be transferred to Mr. Justice Romer. Now I, the Right 
Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the several causes and matters set forth in 
the schedules hereto, be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich 
to Mr. Justice Romer for the purpose ouly of hearing or of trial and be 
marked in the cause books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up 
by the trar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division 


of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Currry. 
1893.5 
Dawson v Scharrer 1893 D 563 Dec 21 
Murray v Commercial and Industrial Co, 1d, Ex parte London and Scottish 
and Discount Corporation, 1d 1893 M 1,089 Dec 21 

Price v Engall 1893 P 922 Jan3 
Herbert v McDonald 1893 H 2,307 Jan5 
Capron v Ransford 1883 © 670 Jan5d 
Gwynne v Drewitt 1893 G 1,337 Jan5 
Attwater v Hanrott 1893 A 495 Jan9 
Carter v James 1893 C 1,800 Jan il 
Whiteley v Clark 1893 W 1,950 Jan 13 
p,m A 1891 S 4,389 Jan 13 

v Williams 1893 C 208 Jan 18 
Blondeau et Cie v Sharp Bros 1893 B 2,452 Jan 24 
Moore v Parr 1893 1,590 Jan 24 
Shelton v Maltby 1893 S 2,726 Jan 29 
Mills v Sergeant 1893 M 3,833 Jan 29 
Summers v Harley 1893 S 4,591 Jan 31 
Nunes v Bird 1893 N 1,772 Febl 
~ a and Counties Banking Co v Skidmore 1893 B 

. el 

Fullick v Stevens 1893 F 1,798 Feb 2 
Attorney-General v Mayor, &c, of Cardiff 1893 A 1,116 Feb8 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Nortu. 
1893. 


, Williams v Cooke 1892 T 1,756 Nov 28 

alker 1893 T 944 Dec5 

1894, 

Partridge v Hole 1889 P 1,925 Jan 15 

Liberator, &c, Building Society v Boniface 1893 L 1,023 Jan13 

Hey v Brown 1890 H 2,514 Jan 20 

Rose v Broomfield 1893 R 1,565 Jan 22 

Re Shaw’s Patent No. 8,199 of 1887, &c Petition Re Hartog’s Trade- 
Mark No. 6,458, Class 45, and Trade-Marks Acts, &c Motion 1893 § 
0,191 Jan 23 

Mellin v White 1893 M 2,306 Jan 26 

Brymbo Water Co v Lester’s Lime Co 1893 B 3,270 Jan 30 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Srrauinc. 


Re Thom 
Taylor v 


1893. 
Radclyffe v Jennings 1893 R 1,036 Oct 30 
Jones v Daniel 1893 J 795 Oct 31 


Hamer v Hughes, Metcalfe v Hamer 1892 H 856 Nov2 
Devon and Cornwall Banking Cold v Honey 1893 D 626 Nov14 
Re Dunn, Howard v Dunn 1893 D 932 Novi17 

Pittard v Cox 1893 P 1,485 Nov17 

Hookham v Ballard 1893 H 1,911 Novy 20 

Cooke v Machen 1893 © 922 Nov 22 

Thornewill v Lobb 1893 T 1,482 Nov 23 

Heatly v Hyde 1893 H 2,515 Nov 28 

Heatly v Everett 1893 H 183 Aug 1 
Wighton v Bischofswerder 1893 W 1,703 Nov 28 
Faber v Jones 1893 F 610 Decl 

Hunt v Life Association of Scotland 1893 H 2,477 Dec2 
Mowll v Cavell 1893 M 1,828 Dec 16 

Mowll v Edwards 1893 M 1,827 Dec 16 

Currie v Mackay 1893 © 3,189 Dec 21 

Gibson v Alston 1893 G 828 Dec 21 

Stringer v International Commercial Cold 1893 S 2,807 Dec 29 
Re Pears, Pears v Collyer 1893 P 914 Dec 30 


FOURTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexewicn. 
. 1894, 
Re E C Miller’s Patent No 8,655, &c 1890 Petition Jan 16 
Sims v Landray 1893 S 4,400 Jan 15 
Re Shears, Shears v Shears 1891 S 923 Jan 17 
Melville v Howkins 1893 M 3,223 Jan 20 
Frank v Ashbourne Local Board 1893 F 1,809 Jan 22 
Re Austiv, Dubois v Austin 1892 A 954 Jan 23 
Fletcher v Bethom 1892 F 147 Jan 29 
Brandon v 1893 B 3,866 Jan 31 
Gardner v Trower 1893 G 1,255 Feb 2 
Hipwell vy Wooleock 1893 H 3,576 Feb 2 
Herscug 11, C, 


List of the transferred actions in the order in which they will be 
heard :— 


Radclyffe v Jennings Liberator, &c, Building Society yv 
Jones v Daniel Boniface 

Hamer v Hughes Metcalfe v Hamer Partridge v Hole 

Devon and Cornwall Banking Uo, ld Sims v Landray 


v Honey Re Miller’s Patent, No 8,655 of 
Re Dunn, Howard v Dunn 1890 (Patents, Designs, &c, Act, 
Pittard v Cox 1883) 

Hookham v Ballard Re Shears, Shears v Shears 

Cooke v Machen Collins v Williams 

Thornewill v Lobb Hey v Brown 

Re Thompson, Williams v Cooke Melville v Howkins 

Heatly v Hyde Ross v Broomfield 

Heatly v Everett Frank v Ashbourne Local Board 
Wighton v Bishopswerder Re Shaw’s Patent, i Cycle Co, 
Faber v Jones ld v Crypto Cycle Co, ld 

Hunt v Life Association of Scotland Re Hartog’s Trade-Mark and Trade- 
Taylor v Walker Marks Acts, &c 

Mowll v Cavell Re Austin, Dubois v Austin 


Mowll v Edwards Blondeau et Cie v Sharp Bros 
Dawson v Schauer Moore v Parr 
Murray (on behalf, &c) vy Commer- Mellin v White 

cial and Industrial Co, ld (expte Shelton v Maltby 


London and Scottish Banking and Mills v Sergeant 

Discount Corporation, 1d) Fletcher v Bethom 
Currie v Mackay Brymbo Water Co v Lester’s Lime 
Gibson v Alston Co 
Stringer v International Commercial Summers v Harle 

, ld Brandon v Whitehead 

Price v Nunes v Bird 
Herbert v McDonald Birmingham, &c, Co v Skidmore 
Capron v Ransford Fullick v Stevens 
Gwynne v Drewitt Gardner v Trower 
Attwater v Hanrott Hipwell v Woolcock 
Carter v James Attorney-General v Mayor, &c, of 
Whiteley v Clark Cardiff 
Spurrell v Blake 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Mr. Recrnatp Winstow, barrister-at-law, M.A., LL.B., died on the 
25th ult. at the early age of 35. He was the eldest surviving son of Mr. 
T. E. Winslow, Q.C , and was called to the bar in 1882. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Ricnarp Henry Beavwont, solicitor, Nottingham, has been ap- 
inted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Beaumont was admitted in 
h, 1887. 

Mr. Artuur Josgru Bensamiy, solicitor, Cg oe ge E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Benjamin was admitted 
in August, 1887. 

Mr. Josepx Epwarp Bvsu, solicitor, Brighton, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bush was admitted in Michaelmas, 1872. 
He is deputy coroner for the borough. 


Mr. Watrer Heywoop Brezars, solicitor, Manchester, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Blears was admitted in February, 
1887. 


Mr. Harry Benson, solicitor, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Benson was admitted in December, 1884. 
He is a notary public. 

Mr. Freperickx Bapcock, solicitor, Bishop Auckland, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Badcock was admitted in August, 1887. 
He is clerk to the Spennymoor Local Board. 

Mr. Joun Atsor, jun., solicitor, Newton Abbot, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Alsop was admitted in May, 1883, after 
passing the final examination with honours. 

Mr. Epwarp Eyre GreenweE t, solicitor, 24, Carter-lane, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Greenwell was admitted in 
April, 1887. 

Mr. Sam Hatt, solicitor, Manchester, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Hall was admitted in February, 1887. 

Mr. Cravpge Asert Hooprnr, solicitor, 1, Gresham-street, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hooper was admitted in March, 
1886. 


GENERAL. 

It is stated that Mr. Samuel Pope, Q.C., has been suffering from an 
abscess, and underwent vey, sea last week, but his condition is not 
serious, and hopes are en ed that he will be fully recovered in a week 

or two. 
| A telegram from Montreal to the Times states that Sir William Meredith, 
| ex-Chief Justice of the Superior Court for the province of Quebec, died at 
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Quebec on the 26th ult. Sir William, who was a native of Dublin, was 
appointed Puisne Judge of the Superior Court in 1849, retired from the 
Bench in 1884, and was knighted in 1886. 


The Albany Law Journal announces the death of Mrs. Myra Bradwell, 
editor of the Chicago Legal News, and the first woman lawyer to apply for 
admission to the bar of Illinois. Her husband was for many years a 
judge of one of the Illinois courts, and also compiled many volumes of 
reports, his wife assisting him in the latter work. 


During the course of a trial at Derby Assizes on Saturday, says the 
Times, Mr. Justice Hawkins made some strong comments on the fact that 
the prisoner had been arrested immediately on leaving prison. After the 
prisoner had been acquitted on the charge cf larceny, for which he was 
tried, the judge said that it was too common a practice to arrest a man on 
the prison steps. Everything that was known against the prisoner ought 
to be brought to the kuowledge of the judge at the time of trial, and a 
man ought not to be arrested directly he came out of prison for an offence 
committed before that for which he had just suffered. It was a dis- 
heartening thing fora man to be taken into custody the moment he leit 
prison. The learned judge’s remarks caused much applause in court. 


We find in an American journal the following anecdote of Mr. Justice 
Stephen, quoted from the Modern Review :—‘‘ It was at Leeds Assizes, and 
one day Mr. Justice Fitzjames Stephen re-entered the court after 
luncheon, long before it was otherwise necessary for bim to do so, in 
order to read over his notes. A solitary juryman was there munching his 
midday sandwich. ‘A fine day, my lord,’ remarked this individual to his 
lordship, somewhat to the latter’s surprise. ‘Yes, sir,’ the jud 
answered, with his wonted gravity, ‘it isa very fineday.’ ‘ Has your lord- 
ship ever heard Mr. Waddy preach? asked the irrepressible juror. ‘If 
not,’ he continued, ‘I shall be most happy to give your lordsh P a seat in 
my pew next Sunday.’ The judge’s face darkened as he looked from his 
notes, and in an awful voice growled, ‘No, sir, I have not heard Mr. 
Waddy preach, and, please heaven, I never will unless conveyed thither 
by superior force!’ ’’ 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoisrrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Aprgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
4 No. 2. Cutty. Norra. 
Monday, March Mr. Beal Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
Tu a aeis Pugh Leach Clowes 
Wednesday Beal Godfrey ackson 
Thursday ....... Pugh Leach Clowes 
Friday ....... § Beal Godfrey Jackson 
DROREEAT sn vscircccscseresecves Pugh Leach Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STiRiina. Kexewicnu. Romer. 
Monday, March ...........+.+. 5 Mr. Carrington Mr. Rolt Mr. Ward 
eee disenves oe 6 Lavie Farmer Pem! 
Wednesday ....00...00...s000008 7 Carrington Rolt Ward 
Thursday .... 8 Lavie Farmer 
(rane 9 Carrington Rolt Ward 
—  RRETOE SERS 10 Lavie Farmer Pemberton 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Ba.pwix.—Feb. 24, at 30, Scarborough-road, Upper Tollington-park, N., the wife of 
Arthur Baldwia, scliciier. of adauguer. : 
Beck.—Feb. 22, at Fairlight, Luton, Beds, the wife of F. W. Beck, sclicitor, of a son. 
DEATHS. 
Burcetr.—Feb. 22, at 23, The Crescent, Croydon, Frederick Augustus Burgett, barrister- 
~ at-law, Lineteoten, 66. 
iRIMSHAW.—Feb. 26, at Petersfield, of acute pneumonia, Henry Honywood, youngest son 
of the Rev. R. Atkinson Grimshaw, of Honea Park, Thanet, sation tool 33, 
Wixstow.—Feb, 25, Reginald Winslow, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, M.A., LL.B., 
aged 35, eldest surviving son of T. E, Winslow, Q.C. 


Wakyine TO InTENDING House Purcnasers & Lassexs.—Before purchasing or renting 
u house have the aw arrangements thoroughly examined an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the M Vi oe 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Cffices, &.--[Apvr.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep ur Caancery. 
Fire Synpicare, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, to send their 
names and addresses, together with full particulars of their debts or claims, to James 
_ Worley, 27, . “YN st 
LORY Paper Mitts Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 19, directed to be 
heard on Wednesday, March 7. Taylor, 5, Prime beg? solor for petner. Notice of 
appearing must reach the aboyenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the of 
D 
Persian Bank Mixinc Ricuts Corporation, Luatep—Creditors are uired, on or 
i addr of their debts or claims, 


ted Albert Slee Hicks, 82, Queen st, l'quidator, in place of John Edward Dawson, 


Sexton's Ceyrrat Horse Reposrrory, Linrap—Petn for presented Feb 20, 
directed to be heard on March 7. Donaldson, 37, Bedford row, or for peter. Notice 
of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in afternoon of 


mig Clon Surman, Tamas Credo ar equ, on bleep, en 

roe eg WE. Beyfus & Beyfus, 69, Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for liqui- 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Duaseep anv Bury yan Socizty, Foresters’ Arms Inn, Lately Common, 


Buexxtxsorr’s Bexgvouent Lope Independent United Order of Mechanics Friendly 
a Coulson’s Arms = near Carlisle. Feb } 

Court —-. - 

Maxcurster Musicat Ixsrrumest Maxens Farexpiy Socizty, 129, Great Ducie st, 

itrangeways, Manchester. Feb 17 
' London Gasette.—Tunspay, Feb. 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwrtep in Cauancerr. 

Durron Fert Leap Ore ann Banytes Co, Lunreo—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 10, to thelr eames and addresses, ond pertionions of their Gebte ox claims, Se 
Z Crawford, 9, West End terr, Hexham. Brown, Newcastle on Tyne, solor for 

ors 
Sr. Avaverirs — ey ey ones juired to send = Ley oe se, 
particulars of their debts claims, Henry Newman, 31, Switbin 
lane ; those residing in the United Kingdom to do so on or before May 1, and those 
out of the United Kingdom on or before July 2. Stretton & Co, 75, Cornhill, 


solors for liq’ 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
First Lavpasce Faienpty Society, 6, Rock rd, Torquay. Feb 24 
First Mecuayics Beyerit Socizty, Union Commercial Hotel, Torquay. Feb 24 


Haazcovurt Faizwp.y Society, Barkway, Hertford. Feb 24 
Sanctuary Squire Wiiuiamsoy, Ancient Order of Shepherds, Co-operative Hall, Bede st, 
South Shields. Feb 24 


Unitep Neicnsours Faienpiy Society, Ship Ion, Liwynhendy, Carmarthen. Feb 24 


—T aaa Bexerit Society, St. Matthew's Schoolroom, Scotland rd, Liver- 
. Fe 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Feb. 20. 
Cuamaz, Daven, Weston, Staffs April2 Hill vy Chaplin, North,J Rider, Lancaster pl, 
Cooxe, Rozert, Oldham, Lancs, Labourer March 20 Smith v Cooke, Registrar, Man- 
chester Watson, Oldham 
Hupsox, Jony, Bradford, Yorks, Painter March17 Hey v Hudson, Registrar, Bradford 


atson & Co, Bradford 
Pysont, Laritia, Ipswich March 22 Collett v Wright, North, J Hill, Bedford row 


Boone, Sees, Fortess rd, Kentish a, Refreshment Contractor March 16 Finer v 


, Kekewich, J 

Sampson, Jane, Penzance March 19 v Penver, Kekewich,J Milton, Penzance 

Suaw, Aseanaw, Isfield, nr Lewes, Sussex, Grocer March 20 Stone and Funnell vy Shaw, 
Chitty, J Moreton, Serjeants’ inn, Temple 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, Feb. 16. 
Acason, Georce Wii.1am, Barnet, Gent March 24 Meynell, Furnival st 
Baxer, Joun Peter, Peckham March 12 Edwards, Cheapside 
Branovurye, Baron, Queeti Anne’s Gate March 20 Hallett & Co, Ashford 
Buxsury, Joun Witt1am McCiixtoox, Moyle, Ireland April 2 Stileman & Co, South- 


am st 
Buruixe, Frepericx, Waterbeach, Grocer March 24 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 
Cunsegerase, Tuomas, Boxmoor, Herts, Gentleman March13 Snow & Co, Great St. 
omas 


CoLier, SS Sanoem, Radcliffe on Trent April14 Green & Williams, Nottingham 
Dervera.t, Epwarp Jons, Reading, Gentleman March 26 Beale & Martin, Reading 
Dyson, Ann, Blackpool, Widow April9 Sykes & Son, Huddersfield 

Eastersroox, Henry, Plymouth, Schoolmaster March 14 Kitsons & Co, Torquay 
net, Wusaat Frawycis, Islington, Clerk March 30 Humphreys & Co, Queen Victoria 


Eyre, Vixceyt Tuomas, Nuneaton, Esq March 21 Witham & Co, Gray's innsq 
Firroy, Saran Aw, Clifton, Lancaster, Widow March 31 Chew & Co, Manchester 
Fox, a Tayor, Godmanchester, Spinster March 20 Hunnybun & Sons, Hunting 


Frost, — Viner, Mortimer, Berks April2 Beale & Martin, Reading 
Fry, Joszrn, Sherston pk, Wilts, Farmer March 25 Awdry, Chippenham 
am ~ > a Hewry, Streatham pk, Bank Manager Feb 9 Talbot & Tasker, 


GLover, Ropent, New Cross, Corn Dealer March 28 Hyde & Co, Ely pl 

Govan, Tuomas, Cardiff, Builder March 31 Leigh & Horley, Cardiff 

Kuvar, Evizasetu, South Lambeth rd, Widow March 22 Collins & Cook, Edgware rd 
Kwarmay, Wriu1am, Liverpool, Gentleman March 31 Court, Liverpool 

Lyncu, Jawes, Sunderland, Hotel Keeper March 16 Bell & Sons, Sunderland 
Masmnsss, Weintem, South Shields, Licensed Victualler March 23 Marshall, South 


Marais, Marrua, Colwyn Bay, fipinster Aprill Nunn, Colwyn Bay 
McDiarmip, Axavs, Clifton, Gent March 17 Walker & Co, Theobald’s rd 
McMi.tay, James, Withington, Lancaster,Gent March 30 Addleshaw & Warburton, 


Morcay, Many Aww, Hanley, Widow March 28 Jackson, Hanley 





before May 1, to send their names and esses, and particulars 
to Sir Lepel Griffin, 6, Drapers’ gardens. Harwood & Stephenson, 31, Lombard st, 
solors for liquidator 

Rossa Graxpe Gop Mixixc Co, Limirep—The Court has, by an order dated Jan 23, 


, Murruy, Patnice Francis, Sussex sq, Esq May1 Eardley-Holt & Co, Charles st 


Noow, Lucy, Leicester, Widow April2 Stone & Co, Leicester 


7 
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Gun; Rassanera, Denmark rd, Camberwell, Widow March 31 Lickorish & Co, Queen 


Peance, Wriu1am, Marazion, Cornwall, Mason March 29 Trythall & Bodilly, Penzance 
Prrrs, Taomas, Bradford, Gent March 14 Mossman & Co, Bradford 

Pours, Avrtay, Peckham rd, Cotton Merchant March 28 Foord, Philpot lane 

Rows, Luxe, Madron, Cornwall, Farmer March 29 Trythall & Bodilly, Penznnce 
Rowsztt, Key Tuomas James, Dean’s yd March 31 Aston & Co, Edgware rd 

Rumsey, Axx, Abingdon rd, Spinster May 31 Woolley, Gt Winchester st 

Suaw, Eowrx, East Glossop, Music Dealer March 31 Moran & Knowles, Glossop 
Stpmoutn, Dowager Viscountess, Bath, Widow March 23 Gedge & Co, Westminster 
Sirn, Axx, Wolverhampton, Spinster March 12 Shelton & Co, Wolverhampton 
Suiru, Josern, St Neots March 12 Edwards, Cheapside 

Surru, Ricnarp, Tunbridge Wells, Gentleman March 25 Young & Co, Poultry 
Sreruenson, Jonn, Sunderland, Painter March 15 Storey, Sunderland 

Srranae, Susan, Freemantle, Spinster April 2 Mallett, Southampton 

ome Exuizapetu, Rock Ferry, Chester, Spinster March 16 Forshaw & Hawkins, 
Swarxson, Cuanies, Hyde, Coal Merchant March 27 Bradburn, Manchester 


Tesran, Joux Keexz, Gunnersbury, Tailor March 31 Sole & Co, Aldermanbury 
Tuomson, he Nottingham pl, Landholder March 31 Sanderson & Co, Queen 
Tisins, Janz Mania, Trafalgar sq, Widow Aprili Bell & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Tomtinson, Coantes Know es, Lincoln, Chemist March 23 Burton & Co, Lincoln 
Tyssex, Capt Joux, RN, Burrington, Somerset March 30 Janson & Co, Finsbury circus 
Urrox, Mania May, St Mark’s sq, Widow Marchi Hunters & Haynes, Linco)n’s inn 
Vewasces, Tuomas, Smethwick, Farmer March 17 Sheldon, Congleton 
Wane, Jouy Haynes, Hatfield,Grocer April 12 Sworder & Longmore, Hertford 
Weac, Witiiam, Mayfair, M.D. March31 Garrard & Co, Pall Mall East 
We 15, Josern, Great Barr, Stafford, Farmer March 23 Tyler & Hobson, Birmingham 
Witsox, Janz, Hopstone,Salop March 17 Jobson, Dudley 
Worventoy, Lady, Kingston hill March 28 Geige & Co, Westminster 
Woo.venriver, Auprosz, Pitfield st, Grocer March 20 Graves, Devonport 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 20. 
Apamson, Jony, Hutton Cranswick, Labourer March 2: Brigham, Great Driffield 
Apvamsox, Waiter Briann, Westminster, Banker March 17 Savidge & Southern, 


urch st 
Aten, Janes, Pembroke st, Horse Dealer April17 Graham, Chancery lane 
Axgcxizss, Many Nespit, Gosforth,Widow May 15 Chartres & Youll, Newcastle upon 


Bittox, Witu1am, Sheffield, Builder May 1 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 

Baivors, Heyny, Sheffield, Innkeeper March 31 H & A Maxfield, Sheffield 

Bavyo, —— Huppieston Faa v1, South Tessandria March 31 Amos, Gt Marl- 
Burcuer, Mary, Lamberburst, Kent, Widow March 16 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 
Carrer, Jouy, Chelsea, Licensed Victualler March 20 Seeley & Son, Gray’s inn 
Crarxson, Gronas, Harrogate, Hotel Proprietor March 24 Barber, Harrogate 

Cuay, Henrretra Jane, Southwell, Widow April 2i Stenton & Metcalfe, Southwell 
Corrox, Jouy, Saltash, Farmer April 16 Whitford & Sons, St Columb 

Crace, Witt1am, Camden Town, Farmer March 31 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 

Danrsy, Jaxz, Dudley, Widow March 5 AG & 8S Hooper, Dudley 

Davis, Tuomas, Christchurch, Mon, Farmer March 31 Lloyd & Pratt, Newport, Mon 
Davies, Wii.1am, Christchurch, Mon, Farmer March 31 Lloyd & Pratt, Newport, Mon 
Dinete, Witu1am, and Marina Dinoie, Liverpool June 23 Bond & Co, Plymouth 
Drive, Wit11am, Newcastle upon Tyne, Engineer April 2 Clayton & Gibson, New- 


castle upon 
Dowaxo, Joszrn Rickersy, Highbury, Surgeon Mar 31 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 
Ducxens, Joux, Wavertree, Lancs, Gentleman March 31 Martin & Co, Liverpool 
Dysox, Amos, Southport, Gentleman May1 Hirst, Southport 
Emery, Any, Coventry, Spinster March 9 Best, Coventry 
Evans, Lvoy, Cardiff, Widow March 17 Morgan, Cardiff 
Faost, Tuomas, Manchester, Milk Dealer April 2 Marriott & Co, Manchester 
Grover, Tuomas, Nottingham, Victualler March 17 Buzton & Briggs, Nottingham 
Gaeatuep, Epwarp Wi.nerrorce Osrorn, Wimborne, Dorset March 25 Trower & 
New 
Greey, ames, Bling March 31 Coxwell & Pope, Southampton 
Haut, Joun, Uttoxeter, Butcher March 10 Cooper & Co, Uttoxeter 
Hetyar, Horace Avovustvs, East Coker, Esq March 20 Batten, Yeovil 
Hixpewt, James, Beeston, Yorks, Farmer May 10 Rider, Leeds 
Hort, Mary, Dormans, Widow March 26 Rawlings, 2, Walbrook 
Jonson, Wititam Tarton, Hadleigh, Suffolk, Innkeeper March 20 Cobbold & Co, 


Lanouaw, Sir Jamus Hay, Bart March 31 Richardson & Sadler, Golden sq 
Laveyper, Mary, Birmingham, Widow March 20 Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 
Linpiey, Gzorer, Holloway, Gent March 25 Mote, Gray’s inn 

Lovupay, Rosrert, West Dulwich March 29 Copp, Essex st 

Lovet, Francis, Great Driffield, Butcher March 21 Brigham, Great Driffield 
Macxezern, Joux, Brigsteer, Westmrid, Farmer March1 Moser & Sons, Kendal 
Maxx, Haznietre, Clapham, Spinster March 28 Fairbrother, Leadenhall st 
Mansuart, Anraur Mitnes, Manchester March 25 Hensman & Marshall, College hill 
Muvotey, Ricuarp, Buckthorpe, York, Farmer March 31 Sargent, Pocklington 
Monrnts, Axw, Prestatyn, Widow March 20 Gamlin, Rhyl 

Moen, Joux Epwanp, Ashford, Postmaster March 31 Hallett & Co, Ashford 
Oxiver, Many Axx, Harrogate March 21 Brigham, Great Driffield 





Pacxs, Rosset Cunistoruer, Upper Norwood March 15 Hamond, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Pataen, Lewis, Ipswich, Baker March 26 Cobbold & Co, Ipswich 

Purcuon, Joun Faanors, Bradford, Gent March 17 Rooke & Midgley, Leeds 

Rayner, Mary Any, Weston super Mare March 25 Young & Co, St Mildred’s court 

Rees, Moroan, Cardiff, Esq March 24 Morris & Son, Cardiff 

Rovssy, Tuomas, Putney, Gent March7 Gill, Arundel st, Strand 

Rowtay, Daviv, Scarborough, Farmer March 15 Jones, York 

Sampson, Mary Ann, Leeds, Widow March 15 Snowdon & Co, Leeds 

Ropees, eee, Manchester, Builder March 25 Addleshaw & Warburton, Man- 
er 

Surra, Jony, Sheffield, Joiner April13 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

Surrn, Saran, Sheffield, Widow April16 H & A Maxfield, Sheffield 

Srace, Matitpa, St Petersburg pl, Widow March 31 Nelson & Son, Godliman st 

Srecte, Revsen Aprili9 J & A Bright, Nottingham 

Tamp.ix, Wittram CLovas, Brighton March 31 Bevan & King, Chancery lane 

Tuompsoyx, Henry, Middlesbrough, Gent March 31 Peacock, Middlesbrough 

Trex, James, Great Dover st April 26 Keeble, Coleman st 

TrrdreaM-VALentine, Joux Tristram, Kensington March 15 Waldron, Queen Anne's 


Seecans Dome Wuite, Pocklington March17 Parker & Co, Rotherham 

Warsos, Josspu, Mile End, Lieutenant March 20 Holt Beever & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Warrs, Mania, Heigham, Norwich March 17 Cozens-Hardy & Jewson, Norwich 
Wi.iiams, Witt1am, Handsworth, Licensed Victualler March 24 Brooke, Birmingham 


London Gazette.—Fuivay, Feb. 23. 
Atsscouen, Jonny, Lostock, Lancaster, Grocer March 24 R. & F. H. Taylor, Bolton 
Axpovus, Juita, 8t Leonards on Sea, Widow April 21 Francis & Johnson, Austin Friars 
Bacos, Wit.1AM, Spitalfields May 1 Cook & Ellis, Mark lane 
Barsour, James, Birkenhead, Accountant March 31 Thompson & Hughes, Birkenhead 
Bagyes, Wiit14M, Lichfield March 30 Barnes & Son, Lichfield 
Barren, Ex1za, Barnstaple, Spinster March 23 Toller & Roberts, Burnstaple 
Beaumont, Heyry Martyn, Faygate, Sussex, Gent April3 Sismey, Serjeants’ inn 
Berrenson, Saran Mary, Wem, Salop April3 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
Bippie, Hawnau Mania, Finchley rd, Widow March 24 Phelps & Co, Aldermanbury 
Bostox, Dororay, Wakefield, Widow March 31 Edmondson, Wakefield 
Borreritt, Cuares, Liverpool March 31 Wilson & Cowie, Liverpool 
Brooke, Jenemian, Idle, York, Gent March 21 Mossman & Co, Bradford 
Cawpoe, Emitta Sopa Voitty De, Bayswater March 17 Hunters & Haynes, New sq 
Car.ron, Georce Bropis, Beckenham, Surveyor March 25 Wedlake, Finsbury Park 
Carrer, Sterne, Gt Warford, Chester, Farmer April7 Hand, Macclesfield 
Carine, Wiit1A4M, Stradbrook, Suffolk, Farmer March 25 Garrod & Wilson, Diss 
Crayroy, Joseru, Newtown within Disley March 13 Johnsons, Stockport 
Cooxe, Anne, Moor Allerton, York, Widow April7 Simpsons & Denham, Leeds 
Coorrer, Epwarp, St Leonard’s on Sea, Esq April 2) Francis & Johnson, Austinfriars 


Cox, Asutow Earnsuaw Sreruens, Stow pk, Lincs, Gent March 19 Saunders & Co, 
upon Dearne ; 3 
Cripps, Mark, Llandaff, Gent April7 Bradley, Cardiff 


Curtis, Mania April9 Archer & Son, Ely 

Curtack, Henny, Ely, Cambridge April9 Archer & Son, Ely 

Davis, ean Sxinnew, Newton Abbot, Saddler April 2 Pidsley & Son, Newton 
Abbot 


Dicker, Joun Witt1Am Comyns, Exeter, Gent April3 J & 8 P Pope, Exeter 
Demaeton, Georce, Stony Stratford, Builder March 30 Pellatt, Banbury 


Epwarps-Moss, Tom Corriycuam, Ennismore grdns March3l1 Bompas & Co, Great 


Winchester st 
Fietpixe, Wiiu1Am, Lancaster, Block Printer March 31 Addleshaw & Warburton, 
r 


este: 
Forp, Jans Jenkins, New Bond st March 31 Iliffe & Co, Bedford row 
Framptox, Jupg, Southampton, Beer Retailer March 26 Hallett, Southampton 


Freemax, Geonce, Newcastle upon Tyne, Gent April 10 Wilkinson & Marshall, 


Newcastle upon Tyne i Q ‘ 
Gavuyt, Revpen, Stanningley April2 Cousins & Cousins, Leeds 


GuepaiLt, Witiiam, Adwalton, York, Gent March 17 Furniss & Eastwood, Bradford 
Hasert, Hannan, Chew Magna, Somerset, Widow March31 Poynton, Bristol 

Hayroy, Jouy, Lancaster, Gent March 20 Holden & Co, Lancaster 

Hiauam, Jonn, Wigan, Innkeeper May1 Peace & Ellis, Wigan 

Hinpyarp, Mary Awyy, Old Charlton, Kent March 31 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 
Hixp, Tuomas, Monkwearmouth March17 Graham & Shepherc, Sunderland 

Hopers, Grorar Bexsamtn Emmanvet, Clapham park, Gent March 22 Loyd, Queen st 
Hocartu, Wi1114m, Aughton, Lancaster, Coal Dealer March 31 North & Co, Liverpool 
Hots, Taomas, Derby, Gent March 31 Moody & Woolley, Derby 

oes, Dawe Wiiu1as Hicxes Jous, Callington, Cornwall, Esq March 30 Glubb, 
Howrrt, _ ll Key, Chester, Gent April6 Hodgkinson, Newark upon Trent 

Hunt, Stoney Peroy, Cardiff, Hotel Manager March 21 Norris & Son, Cardiff 

Hyper, Mark, Stretford March 29 Lycett & Co, Manchester 

Jzyzs, Oxiver, Sutton Coldfield, Chemist March 22 Buller & Cross, Birmingham 
Ksort, Ex1zasetTH Hannan, Minories, Outfitter March 10 Bendall, Newmarket 
Lartusury, Cuara Jane, Stapenhill, Derby March 31 J & W J Drewry, Burton on 
eee Wiis, Bath March 24 Rumboll, Bath 

Morpny, Davin Ricnarp, Dover, Clerk in Holy Orders April 3 Burch & Co, Spring 
Moortnen Manan Sairn, Lexham gardens March 19 A, Forbes Sieveking, Essex st 
Movuwrars, Noau, Pendleton, Contractor Aprilié Emmett, Burnley 

Nye, Racuer, Hove March 31 Nye, Brighton 
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Osret., Jous, Carlisle, Solicitor March 31 Clutterbuck & Trevenen, Carlisle 

Pearsoy, Extex, West Hartlepool, Spinster March 21 Tyson, Dalton in Furness 

Picorr, Cuantotre Exizasetu, Ripley, Spinster March 26 Freshfields & Williams, 
Bank bldgs 


Prircuarp, Taropvosta, Yatton April4 Wood, Wrington 

Quitt, Lucy Eraet, Paddington April 20 Simpson & Cullingford, Gracechureh st 
Rapcurre, Rost Haxwan, Slaidburn, York March 10 L & W Wilkinson, Blackburn 
Ranxiws, Mary Marritpa, Southfields April2 Yates, Chancery lane 

Rowxsuey, Jouy, Bradfield, York, Farmer March 16 Ashington & Co, Sheffield 
Rost, Henry James, Egremont, Chandler March 25 Carey, Liverpool 

Suaxesuart, Ayyiz, Tibberton,Salop March 31 Wade, Shrewsbury 


Saurru, Josern, Gilcrux, Cumberland, Yeoman March 12 
mouth 


Suita, Wreu1am, Stockport, Solicitor May1 Smith & Fort, Stockport 
Srranoe, Susan, Freemantle April2 Hallett, Southampton 


Tamrtix, Wri1zaM Croves, 


Brighton “March 31 Bevan & King, Chancery lane 


Tartos, the Bigs Hien Tuoras Underley Hall, Westmoteland March 90 Upton & Co, 

u : 

Taomsox, Ly Nottingham place, Landholder March 31 Sanderson & Co, Queen 
Victoria 

Tv Baron Cuanues Frevertck ps, Horton Hall, Gloss March 31 Williams & James, 

hous Embankment 

Wapvsworrs, Caantes Lister, Rusholme, Salesman March 31 Addieshaw &War- 

burton, Manchester 


Wannres, Hawxan, Barnstaple, Widow March 23 Toller & Roberts, Barnstaple 
Warsow, Jouy, Burnley, Joiner March? Lawson, Burnley 
Wess, Exizaseru, Myddleton sq March 26 Bolton & Co, Temple gdns 


Waugh & Musgrave, Cocker- | Wurrravt, James, Fenchurch avenue April1 Harston, Bishopsgate st 


Wiey, Jouy, Barnsley, Gent April4 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 
Witters, Daxter, Kinver, Gentleman March 1 Wright, Cradley Heath 
‘Woop, Exizanetu Suanp, Twickenham, Spinster March 29 Senior & Lambert, Richmond 


Ornareen. haba ng Auszrt, West Brighton, Lieut General March 31 Simpson & Co, Warotry, Jane, Crawhill in Mareden, Widow March 31 1 & Co, H 4 


Swixson, Joun Jacos, Brondesbury March 31 Gresham & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuipat, Feb. 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Au.eyx, Atrrep Jouy, Birmingham, Clerk Birmingham 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Austix, Wituram Mark, Weeeats. Bricklayer Peter- 
borough Pet Feb20 Ord Feb 

Bancrort, Joux, Latchford, Baker " Srdiiielil Pet Feb 
21 ° Ord Feb 21 

Barker, Hevtey, Worcester, Widow Worcester Pet Feb 
19 Ord Feb 19 

Bartrs, ALFRED, "tanto Harcourt, Beerhouse Keeper 
Oxford Pet Feb 19 ‘Ord Feb 19 

Birp, Joux, Skirlaugh, Yorks, Farmer Kingston upon 
Hull Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Boorn, Witutam, Halifax, Picture Dealer Halifax Pet 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Broc poe oy Leonarp, Great Grimsby, Cooper Great 

Grimsby Pet Feb2i Ord Feb 21 

Brvutoy, WitiiaM James, Licensed Vietualler High Court 

et Jau19 Ord Feb 20 


Carrett, Arruur Sitvaxus, South Tottenham, Clerk 
High Court Pet Feb20 Ord Feb 20 

Cocks, Geroree, Chilvers Coton, Colliery Salesman 
Coventry Fet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Coox, Ropert, Goole, Confectioner Wakefield Pet Feb 
16 Ord Feb 16 

Coorgr, Ricnarp, Mais, Ironmonger Wakefield Pet Feb 
19 Ord Feb 19 

Coutes, Henry Mayvyer, aan Schoolmaster Brentford 

, Pet Feb 4 Ord -™ h~ é dicce ta ‘ 

“ROWTHER, HARLES AMES, xton, gen! iverpoo! 

Pet Jan9 Ord Feb 19 

Curtis, WILLIAM ees | Cow.ey, Poole, Builder Poole 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 21 

Davies, Witi1aM, y= General Dealer Pontypridd 
Pet Feb2i Ord F 

Daw ve Arrsur, Hucknall Torkard, Licensed Victualler 

Nottingham Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 20 
Dawsoxy, R M High Court Pet April22 Ord Feb 19 


Deere, Ayruony CHapmay, Fighting Cocks, Durham, 
Farmer Stockton on Tees Pet Feb20 Ord Feb 20 

Francis, Tomas, Preston, Sussex, Builder Brighton 
Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 19 

Gassoyx, Tuomas, East Grinstead, Auctioneer Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Heb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Grirrix, Georar, Barrow Gurney, Lime Merchant Bristol 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Hatves, Starrorp — Gt Musgrave Kendal Pet 
Feb 19 Ord Feb 1 

oS Joux, Cowbridge, Grocer Cardiff Pet Feb 19 

b 19 

Hunt, Aveuvstrus Harry, East Orchard, Dorset, Butcher 
Salisbury Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Jounsoy, WILLIAM, a. Market Gardener Walsall 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 

Jones, ae 5 Borth, Mariner Aberystwyth Pet Feb 
19 e| 

Kennertey, Wiiu1am, Blackpool, Painter Preston Pet 
Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

i Tuomas, Reading Reading Pet Feb 21 Ord 

21 


e 

Lioyp, Ricnarp Moreay, Lianelly, Commission Agent 
Carmarthen Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

ee Newgate st High "court Pet Feb 7 


Mesiey, Ricuarp, 7 Bootmaker Brentford 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
Merzoar, Harry, Forest Hill, Orchid Grower Greenwich 
N bigger Ord Bed 30 Shrewton, Wilts, Innkeeper 
ance, Witu1AM Grecory, ts, 
Salisbury Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
Nerrer, ALBERT, eedle st, Banker High Court 
Noy 28 Ord Feb 21 
on) a Harrogate, Chemmst York Pet Feb 20 


Powerit, Hexry egg Bristol, Wood Turner Bristol 

” Pet et Ont ED » " 
BERTs, Witu1am Huan, Newport, Builder Newport, 
Mon Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 


Samve.s, James, and Dayip Bexsamtw Evans, Wrexham, 
Haberdashers Wrexham Pet Feb 17 ‘Ord Feb 17 
Szrty, Jons Ricwarp anne "s rd, 
Poole Pet Feb 9 Feb 21 


Suirrn, ALEXANDE: Wowenitie ca Tyne, Baker Newcastle 











| Tuomas, Wiitram, Leeds, Wherry Driver Leeds Pet Feb 
19 Ord Feb 19 

Toox, Euma, Asfordby , Grazier Leicester Pet Feb 20 

j Ord Feb 20 

Wass, See Liverpool, Stationer Liverpool Pet Feb 
8 

Wuearoy, nh Bowpey, Chard, Cattle Dealer Taunton 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 


Wittramsox, Henry Kyacos, Ruswarp, Florist Stockton 
on Tees Pet Feb 19 Feb 16 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Attey, Cuaries Wititam, Barnet, Builder Mar 5 at 3 
Temple chm 

Bapcer, WiiuramM Hewry, Bi Plumber March 3 
at 11,90 Bristol Arms Hotel heh 


h st, Bridgwater 
Besant, Cambridge June, a... Ibat3 Of 
Rec, Cambri une, 
Boorn, eee, Sr 32555 Poses oe Taroh 7 at il 
Townhall con, Cobia 
Borreritt, Ae UPLAND, Licensed Vic- 
tualler March 2 st, Merthyr 


ati2 Of Ree, 65, 
matters. James, Plaistow, Builder March2at2 Bank- 
on bore teen, Glengall rd, Builder March 2 
Bankru) st 
were — 8, Agent March 2 at 


Carrick, Gronce Tuomas, Tunbridge Wells, Grocer 
March 6 at 12.30 24, Railway approach, London 


Bricut, 
at 11 


Bridge 
Cawsey, Tuomas, 


7 March 5ati2 Of 
Cuneo baal ‘Anraur, Sunderland, Machinist March 2 
at 2.90 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Craxton, GeorGe onThavies _ Solicitor March 
2at12 Bank bides, 


ooo te ee, 17, Hertford ian, Ben cau tes 

Coox, Rosert, Confectioner March 2 at 11 Off 

Rec, Bond ter, W: 

On, Sa March 7 at 11 Off Rec, 22, 

row, 

Crosstey, Josern, ,Mason March2at3 Off 
z ; pit yg or 

— Leoro.p, Southwark, Mrchaot Tailor March 6 at 
Bankru) st 


Seateaee WaALrter wee. Hair Dresser 
March 8 at 10.45 Off ow 4, Pa 

Easren, Hervert, Bourne, Plumber March 16 at12 Law 
Courts, New 


Southsea, Auctioneer March 14 
Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 


Freepman, Marx, Yeadon, Tailor March 5 at 12 Off 


Ree, 22, Park row, 

Founraix, Epwarp Lithographer March 5 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Hautert, Avpert ALExanD’ Bridgwater, Pianoforte 
Tuner March Sat 1045, Bristol Arms Hotel, High st, 


= see Adelphi March 2 at1i1 Bankruptcy 


Gent March 13at3 Off Reo, 
owt, Portanoeth 
Hoven, Hexry Suetty, Woolwich, Licensed Victualler 
March 2 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 


veBedraptey Bd, Carey Hat Merchant March 6 at 12 


= ms Towa Hon, antenrai Draper March 3 at li 


sn, Matgate, Colonel March 9 at 


Lanerorp, Atszrt Liowz. WAtsow, 
- March 2 at 12.30 Off Ree, 5, Pee Gar, 


Emery, WItiiam seeatbeiage Je 
at 3 


Hewerrt, James. 


MacLezop, Jonx Rovenrr, Taplow, late 


at ll 
Manroerrs, James, and Saran Auten Avenst, Lo 
rd, Fruit Growers March2at12.30 Bankruptcy 


Carey st 
May, Row .asp, Seedsman March 5 at 11.30 
; a. 


Yarr, Grorae, Leysters, Hereford, Farmer Merch 17 Norris & Miles, Tenbury 


Pr , W Henny, Leeds, Beerhouse Keeper. 
March 8 at 11, Off Reo, $2, Park row, Leeds 


Porter, Morcax Lewis, Ferndale, Coal Miner Mar 5 at 
ame 2 fend Builder Mar 5 at 12 
kK 
rhe a , Manor Tow, : 
aS... Kant ALexanpsr, Camberwell, Club Caterer 
Mar 5 at 2.30 Bankruptcy , Carey st 
Sepewick, Eowarp Parsons, Tottenham Court rd Mar 6 
at il 
Snayver, Riou —. Mar 7 at 12 Bank- 
8 ioe Stuff rrr Mar 5 at 11 
Ot Reo, eyo Bradior, Sut 


Tasers Te Taomas Sour, Nori nell Farmer Mar 3 at 
Tuxes, Joszen Daniet, Stepney, Baker Mar 5 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Ware wt eee Keeper Mar 2 at 4.30 


Y¥ Henny Groras, Ni Hill, LicensedeVictualler 
“i 7at1l Bankruptcy Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Atteyx, ALFRED co | . eaten Clerk Birmingham 
Pet Feb 20 Ord F 


Auvstix, Wreres Mann, bie = -y Bricklayer Peter- 
borough Pet Fi 

Binceers 2a Li Baker Warrington Pet Feb 

Banker, Hecen, Worcester, Widow Worcester Pet Feb 
19 Ord Feb 19 


, Ww Henry, Shirtmaker 
eee ie 
Carrier Oxford Pet 


ees - ty Halifax, Picture Dealer Halifax Pet 
Baceasuene, Leow. Great Grimsby, Cooper Great 
Grimsby Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 


Wi Bet Woolleh Merchant 
Cont Nad tains Sete | 
Carretit, Antaur Sinva Tottenham, Clerk High 

Court Pet Feb 20 Ond ‘Feb 30 

pe ei Gelfora Pet Feb 17 Ord 
Cocks, Grorar, Chilvers Coton, Colliery Salesman Coven- 

Pet 21 Ord Feb 21 
oon ent, Goole,Grocer Wakefield Pet Feb 16 Ord 
Cooran, Hionaxo, Goole, Iroamouge Wakefield Pet Feb™ 
Ova rob he, Homer D saarmss: Poole, Builder Poole: 

Ord Feb 21 

Davi, Wiszas, Ponte Pontypridd Pet Feb 2t- 


Dossinc, ANTHONY zeony OMArEAS, Fighting Code, Dea: 
FrrzCianzxce, awe oan Brighton Pet Jan29 Ord 
Feaxcis, Preston, Sussex, Builder Brighton Pet 

Feb ie Ord Feb 21 , P 
Hanpr, Bar.ey, Sheffield, Coal Dealer Sheffield Pet Oct 
13 Ord Feb 21 i" 


~ Joux, Cowbridge, Grocer Cardiff Pet Feb 19 eal 
Haypow, Cmares uD, Stalybridge, Cashier '. 
nog i He oes te 
Je Kr Guerre, Liantrissant, Traveller Pontypridd 
: Pet Feb 
"iS ‘Ged Bb 1 ae at 











on Tyne Pet Feb20 Ord Feb 20 


Mts fee, Smt 


Perxixs, Feaxx, Chemist March 5 at 12.30 
wg % aie March 2 at 12 Of 
Pa Joux, Cla 
“Ree, 17, Hertford st, 





























Sa 





ie eae: 
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N Wittram Greoory, Shrewton, Wilts, Innkeeper 
“Salisbury Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 ” 
Pow Hewry Rosert, Bristol, Wood Turner Bristol 
See mag 21 


Rif, +l Fowter, and Harry Satrer- 
THWAITE Rvusse., Se Stock Brokers High 
Pet Jan 20 on F eb 
Tuomas, Witte, Leeds, Wherry * river Leeds Pet Feb 
19 Ord Feb 19 


19 
Toox, Euma, Asfordby, Grazier Leicester Pet Feb 20 
Ord Feb '20 
Wuaearox, Sauvet Bownex, Chard, Cattle Dealer Taunton 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 


Wehaaee, Henry Kxracos, Ruswarp, Yorks, Florist 
Stocktonon Tees Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 


Waray, Wituiam, Stevenage, Grocer Luton Pet Feb 10 
Ord Feb 20 ’ 


London Gazette.—Tvesvay, Feb. 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apams, Jonn Westry, Clacton on oe, Bootmaker Col- 


‘et Jan 22 Ord Feb 2 
dons. 5 Ernest aor ene, Ipswich, Outfitter Ipswich Pet 
Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 


Bark me Des Diasy, Hirupy arp, Bradford, Captain in Army 
Pet Nov8 Ord Feb 22 


Bickerton, Cuartes WILiiam. a Coal Merchant 
Stockport Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 


Buack, Joun Arnott, St Mary Axe, a High Court 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Broveuat, Joux, Derby, Weaver Derby Pet Feb 21 
Ord Feb 22 


But, James Mittwarp, Caledonian ri, Engineer High 
Court Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Cawrturay, Extas, Bradford, Horse Dealer Bradford Pet 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 


Coxuiscnoxyx, Jonasn Jacop, Finsbury circus, Merchant 
High Court Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 


Coo mpouas Water, Hintlesham, Farmer Ipswich 
Bet Feb 21 _Ord Feb 21 


Davis, tnd Wittiam, — Jeanes, Nelson, Glam, 
Grocers Pontypridd Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 


Davis, Tuomas Greorcz, Mile End, Box Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 


Dewnis, Tuomas, Ash, Loan, Nurseryman Guildford Pet 
Feb 23 Ord Feb Feb 


De Saver, Samver ite le. Glass Merchant 
Birmingham Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 


Fisner, Hekry A h, Ropemaker High Court Pet 

Dee 30 Ord Feb a . 

bit 5 EG, Bromptonrd High Court Pet Dec 15 

Fow.er, ABRAHAM comme, Fruit Merchant Leeds Pet 
Feb 24 Ord Fe' 

Green, Davin, Offton Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich Pet Feb 
23 Ord Feb 23 


GutTneavess, Joun Witttam, Leeds, Clerk Leeds Pet Feb 

Sion wUaenes Cla: k High Co Pet Feb 
DEN, ERICK, nm i urt Pet Feb 22 
Ord Feb 22 nceeniat 


Hapianp, Harry Grorar, Floore, Horsedealer North« 
ampton Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Hixpnaven, Ricuann Tuomas, Northumberland, Joiner 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Hopyetr, Many, Wordsley, Farmer Stourbridge Pet Feb 
13 Ord Peb 1 


13 
Hyman, Puasr, Jewin crsnt, Furrier h Court Pet 
Jana Ord Feb 2 ” 
Jay, ph Anrrtnur, Nunhead, Clerk High Court Pet 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 


Jenkins, Davip, and Taomas Jexxiys, Sealine, Builders 
Carmarthen Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 2: 

Joxes, James Epwarp, Preston, Tent Maker Preston 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 23 

Leee, “Vr Se Lal Butcher Guildford Pet Feb 
23 Ord Feb 23 

ome) tw > Poor, , Torquay, Fishmonger Exeter 

21 


Loveripce, Ropert Pesier, Cardiff, Auctioneer Cardiff 
Ma a = Ore. wong Dean, Brentford 
ULE, Aveustus Hen Gent t: 

Pet Jan 25 Ord Fe a es 
Moonnouse, SHackteTon Mino.ey, Kei Labourer 
Naywor, G: jt ~ prin Pet 

EORGE % ioneer 
Feb'23 Ord Fet 
Joszru, Pentlow, Essex, Farmer Colchester Pet 
Feb 23 {dB — ty 


Orre HN, ewiniie, Coal Merchant Sto 
brides bee Pet Fob 12 Ord Feb 12 ie 
Poms, Paar. Gloucester, Auctioneer Gloucester Pet 
24 Ord Feb 24 


w, Bexzamutn, Little Bentley, Miller Colchester 

Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 

Sau ArrTaur Jouy, Mey , Licensed Victualler 

We Pet Jan23 (rd Fi 

Sircock, Samvuet Henry, a ol uncorn, Beerhouse Keeper 
Warrington Pet Feb22 Ord Feb 22 

Sxetton, Ricnarp Brapsnaw. — General Dealer 
Boston Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 


22 

Sura, Guanies, Good Bast, _ Chelmsford 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Srarey, Henry, Walsall, Hotel Manager Walsall Pet 
Feb22 Ord Feb 22 

Sone, Fg Batley, Joiner Dewsbury Pet Feb 23 

Scvre.., aes eens, Looe Leeds, Commission Agent Leeds Pet 


Ord 
eum apne, Bek > Posten Keeper Notting- 
, Accountant Stockton 








ham Pet 
, Epwin, 
ou Tees PetFeb2?t Ord Feb 21 





Waxtace, Wit.14m, Brighouse, Cooper Halifax Pet Feb 
24 Ord Feb 24 

Waker, Jonny, Kendal, Farm Labourer Kendal Pet Feb 
22 Ord Feb 22 

va = Jonx, Bolton, Pavior Bolton Pet Feb 22 Ord 


Witney, Mary Manon, Portland pl, Spinster High Court 
Pet Jan 17 Ord Feb 22 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Feb 16 : — 


Yousemayn, Wititam ae Stoke Shetagion, Butcher 
Edmonton Ord Feb 1 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apams, Jouy, Clacton on aos Outfitter March 6 at 11.45 
Town hall, Colcheste: 

Avstix, Wrutam cong Werrington, Bricklayer March 
16 at 12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Bancrort, Jonyx, Latchford, Baker March 16 at 11.30 
Warrington 

Bates, Artaur, West Bromwich, Whitesmith March 14 
at2 West Bromwich 

Beaver, Cuartes Wi.wiam, Great Grimsby, Smackowner 
a u at 10.30 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Great 

rimsb 


Bearp & Fievcuen, Birmingham, Jewellers March 12 at 
11 23, Colmore row Birming 
Broverau in, Somm, Derby, — March 8 at 12 Off 


it James’s chmbrs, 

Bavtox, yo JAMES, Tioseeod Vi ictualler March 6 at 
12.30 kruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Carre ao AMES, | Grocer March 6 at 3 

Ogden’ ’s, Bridge st, Manchester 

ss Wivtsax Lancaster, Draper March 16 at 
2.30 4, Chapel st, Preston 

CaTTELL, yi “acon South Tottenham, Clerk 
Mar6éatil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Cawrtsray, Exvtas, Bradford, Horsedealer Mar 8 at 11 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

CHADWICK, ELEANor, Stretford Mar 6 at 3.15 Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bri st, Manchester 

Coox, Tuomas ALTER, Hintlesham, Suffolk, Farmer 
Mar 7 at 12.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 


‘Warse, ous, Bolten, Bavier March 6 at 11 16, Wood st, 
Wurre, Epwin Joux, Gray’s inn rd March 9 at 2.30 
bids, st 


Witsox, Erxest Huserr, bchurch _ aes Broker 
March 9at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
bai he Gorvon, King’s Norton, Traveller Mar 
at 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
onan Grorct, Northill, Bedford, an March 
8at11.30 Off Rec, 1a, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 
Wemnes, James, Derby, Commercial Traveller March 7a t 
Off Ree, St Seamer s chmbrs, Derby 
Waey, Witty, Stev Grocer March § at 12 Off 
Ree, 1a, hep 0} 
Younemay, Witttam Westoy, Stoke Newington, Butcher 
March 6 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bearp, Francis Eowarp, and Tuomas Fvcrtcuer, Birming- 
, Jewellers Birmingham Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 21 
Baovenat: L, Joun, Derby, Weaver Derby Pet Feb 21 
Ord Feb 22 
Busseut, Ervest Curtis, Crouch Hill, Agent High Court 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Feb 21 
Covmemes, y= p tpn Horse Dealer Bradford Pet 
‘eb 
Cremeyt, Tuomas, +a Cabinet Maker Swansea Pet 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 2 
Coox, Tomas tl Hintlesham, Farmer Ipswich 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 
Davies, Daviv Wituram, and Magia Jeanes, Nelson, 
Glam, Grocers Pontypridd Pet Feb 22 Ord 
Feb 22 
Davison, WittiaAmM Newroys, and Rosert Georce Davi- 
sox, Darlington, Engineers Stockton on Tees Pet 
D jen 8 ae N Guildford Pet 
ENNIS, THOMAS, , Surrey, Nurseryman Guildford Pe’ 
Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 


Emery, Witi1aM Janus, Southsea, Auctioneer Portsmouth 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 16 

Fow.er, Asranam, Leeds, Fruit Merchant Leeds Pet 
Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 





Cook, ont Bie Burnley Mar 15 at 1.30 Exchang 


a. 5 ecm | Joun, Sheffield, Painter Mar 7 at 12 
Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

FLetcuer, Tuomas, Handsworth Mar 12 at 11 23, Col- 
more row, Birmingham 

Grorce, Jony, Great Yarmouth, Fish Hawker March 13 
at a Lovewell Blake’s, South Quay, Great Yar- 
mou 

Goopwis, Wares Brooke, Birmingham, Shop Assistant 
March 12 at 12 23, Colmore-row, Birmingham 

Grirrix, Gzorcr, Barrow Gurney, Lime Merchant March 
7at12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Green, Davin, Offton, Suffolk, Farmer March 7 at 12 
Off 36, Prince’s st, Ipswich 

Haze, vee de Bexsamin, Stanway, Essex, Schoolmaster 
March 6 at1l To , Colchester 

i, Mary, Wordsley, Farmer March6at2 Tal- 


bot Hotel, ae 
— Garrrrrn, K Hill, Gam, © patter March 12 
at 1 dueen st, Cardi 


Hunt, cae ye Orchard, * oreet, Butcher 
March 7 at 1.15 Off Reo Salisbury 

Jounson, Micuae. Rating, m, Farmer March 7 
at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Joxgs, Epwarp Fipp1an, Handsworth, Iron Founder 
March 8 at 11 23, Colmore row, Bi: 

Jouyxson, Wriiw1am, Lichfield, Market Gardener March 8 
atil.30 Off Rec, Walsall 

Jones, Henry Burivsoy, South Shields, Yeast Importer 
—" 7at 11.80 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 

ie 


Kasuees, EY, WILLIAM, nee, Painter March 16 at 3 
Off Ree, 14, oe st, Presto 

LEMAIRE, Fraycis EVRY, Torquay, Fishmonger March 7 
at11 Off Ree, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

LopeNnsTgIN, Cart, Newga’ te st, Restaurant Proprietor 
March 6 at 2.30 Bapkruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Lockxwoop, James, Epworth, Farmer March 7 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Mes, Martua, Church Gresley, Grocer March 6 at 3 
Midland Hotel, Burton on Trent 

Nance, Wittiam Grecory, Shrewton, Wilts, Innkeeper 


7at3 Off Rec, Salis 
Nerrer, Abe Threadneedle st, er March 7 at 11 


ptey bldgs Carey st 
Owens, Price By ae ont Tydfil, Greengrocer March 
wir ab 12 Off Ree, 65, oe Matiye Tydfil 


foe Saree ae Cardiff, Builder March 12at11 Off Rec, 
29, 


Powst, Henry Yen nl pm Ay ‘ood Turner 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chi th Coon wt, Bristol 
Raney, Lyp1a Jang, Weg *, Draper March 7 at 3 
Off Rec, 35, 
Rosson, Josern Joun, March 7 
at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Mi borough 
Rovutieper, Reeryatp G, Ludgate Hill March 8 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldge, Carey 8 st 
Goose 3 Marruew, Acton Vale West, Builder March 8at11 


kruptcy bidgs, Carey Carey st 
re .. Ricuarp Brapsuaw, Wainfleet, General Dealer 
March 8 at 12 48, Boston 


st, 
Srencer, Louisa, Burton on Trent Victualler 
h7at12 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 
Squire, Jony, Birmingham, Baker March 9 at11 23, Col- 
more row, Birmingham 
Trpsoy, en Sidmouth st, School Teacher March 8 at 
12 


ankru) bldgs, 
Toon, Emma, Asfordby, Grazier March 9 at 12.30 Off 
Has 1, Berridge ot Lat st, Leicester 
a, Miner 


Water, James 
March 19 at 11.30 Court House, 





Frost, NiEis iy ton, f.2a her Factor North- 

Pet Jan4 Ord Feb 20 

Gassox, Tuomas, East Gri cet, * mammal Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 

Goopwix, Wa.LteR Brooke, om 4 Shop Assistant 

Birmingham Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 

oe, Offton, Farmer wakes "ee Feb 23 Ord 

‘eb 23 


GurHertess, Jouxn Wiiirtam, Leeds, Clerk Leeds Pet 
Feb 23. Ord Feb 23 

Happex, Frepenrick, Clapton Park High Court Pet Feb 
22 Ord Feb 22 


Haptasp, Harry Gerona, Floore, Horse Dealer North- 
ampton Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Hispuaveu, Ricnarp Tuomas, Joiner Newcastle on Tyns 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Hopyertt, Mary, Wordsey, Staffs, Farmer Stourbridge 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 

Jay, Samuet Arruvr, Nanhead, Clerk High Court Pet 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 é ‘ 

Jenkins, Davin, and Tuomas Jenxtys, Cardigan, Builders 
Carmarthen Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 23 


Jounson, Tuomas, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet Feb 6 
Ord Feb 21 


Jones, Henny Burwiyson, 8 Shields, Yeast Importer New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 17 

Joxzs, Joun Rosert, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Boot Dealer 
Bangor Pet Dec 9 Ord Feb 21 

Leaa, oy Messomere, | Farnham, fences Guildford Pet Feb 


Tasarns Francis Henny, Torquay, Fishmonger Exeter 

et Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

‘ae Argan irny pasar, | Keighley, Labourer 
radford PetFeb23 Ord Feb 


Bayes, _ Soenen, Be Keighley, peo tecll Bradford Pet 


Onokty ee oe Peatlow, Essex, Farmer Colchester Pet 

Feb 22 

Orrer, ALFRED Pedy Stourbridge, Coal Merchant Stour- 
bridge Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

rae Waseem, Hambleton, Farmer Leicester Pet Feb 
7 el 


Passe, Frank, Gloucester, Auctioneer Gloucester Pet 
P i » Chemist York Pet Feb 20 
ERKINS, Frank, Ha: emis’ orl et Fe 
Ord Feb 24” ; 


Sitcock, Samvet Henry, Runcorn, Beerhouse Keeper 
Warrington Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Sxe.rox, Ricnarp posnenas, © ree, General Dealer 
Boston Pet Feb 22 Ord Fi 

Suir, ALExanperR, Newcastle on cll Baker Newcastle 
on Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 22 

ek pag he Birmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet Jan 

eb 

Sratia, Joseru , Mey Bay, Hairdresser 
Bangor Pet Jan 29 Ord Fe i ha 

Sreap, Tuomas, Batley, Joiner {oa Pet Feb 23 
Ord Feb 23 


Sone, & Roseat, Leeds, Builder Leeds Peb Jan 30 Ord 
es i= | Loot, Commission Agent Leeds Pet 


Feb 


F 
Tayor, Faryxy, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Feb 22 
Ord Fe 


b 22 
Tuompson, Epwiy, Accountant Stock- 
tou on Tees Pet Feb 21° Ord Feb 21 


Ving, Victor Firz Hewry, Newbury, Berks, Cook New- 
Pet Ord Dee 1 


W. J “Kendal, Labourer Kendal Pet 
ALKER, JouN, 
Feb 21 Feb 22 


Wa a Bolton, Pavior Bolton Pet Feb 22 Ord 
e 


a 
a 


ti 
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Wisox, Witi1am A gry re 's Norton, Traveller Bir- 
mingham Pet Feb 21 


Wonsasans, 3 rd » behooen st, Merchant High 
Court Pet Dec 20 Ord Feb 15 


Youreman, Witiiam Westow, Stoke Newington, Butcher 
Edmonton Ord Feb 19 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


March 6.—Mesers. Foster, at the Mart, E.C., at 12 for 1 
o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Investments (see adver- 
tisement, this week, p. 300). 

—Mesars. Epwry Fox & Bovsriexp, at the Mart, 


March 7 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Leasehold Property (see advertisement, 
this week, p. 299). 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxitorrors’ JOURNAL, 





26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 
5s. 6d. 








ARGE TRUST and other FUNDS avail- 
able for Mo: ; Loans on Rates or Ground- 
rents.—Messrs. E. Preston & Co., 4, Tokenhouse- 
—" Bank of England, London.’ 


} ENSINGTON.—Two Modern-built Resi- 

dences, Stafford-terrace, Phill meee, & in b= | 
choice and favoured district between Hi 
Kensington-gardens, and close to High-street 
the Inner Circle Railway, containing 

and the usual offices ; sanitation up 

to date ; every portion well lighted ; lease fourteen years ; 
corner house £140, middle house £125.—Apply to Frep 
Davis, 4, beta Phillimore-place, Kensington, 





~~ on 


ST. ANN’S, BARNES, late the LYRIC CLUB. 
Grand Opening for Club, Residence, or College. 
2,000 people could view the Boat Race from the Grounds. 


Delightful Riverside Mansion, admirably adapted for a first- 
class family residence, a collegiate — or Fn 
eminently for a fashionable Seciety Club, 
and appropriate accommodation; ex b cabling, 
por — 87 gymnasium, —— poe cricket fi d 
and pavilion, gardens and glasshouses, in 
all 13a. 3r. 1 bp. beautifully t ~The and secluded, and 
held ata he Be LEASE of this valuable 
PROPERTY will be SOLD eo AUCTION, by 


N ESSRS. WM. GROGAN & BOYD, at 
IVI the MART, E.C., on TUESDAY, MARCH 20, 1994, 
at TWO o’clock (unless privately sold before that date). 
Particulars, plans, and conditions at the Mart, E.C.; of 
Messrs. Saltwell, Tryon, & Saltwell, Solicitors, 1, Stone- 








buildings, W.C.; and, with cards to view, of the Auc- 
tioneers, 125, Pi y, W. 





SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1894. 

















FAREB ELLIS 

Hay hase pee : Re BALES during A wy 

ve tr d 
ag Thurs., June 28 urs., Oct. 11 
Thurs., Ape Thurs., July 12 urs., Oct. 25 
Thurs., 8 Thurs., July 19 Thurs., Nov. 1 
wae May 10 Tburs., Aug. urs., Nov. 15 
‘Wed., May 30 Wed., Aug. 15 Thurs., Nov. 29 
Thurs., Tene? 7 Thurs., 7 . Dec. 4 
Thurs., June 14 Thurs., 13 Thurs., Dec. 13 
Wed., June 20 Thurs., Pu 








arama gee setae tags M 


Messrs. Farebroth: & Co. publish in the 
complete list of their f of i he hing vary a They 
co lngue from time to time sh jules of to be let 
.. landed estates, farms, 
freehol: and leasehold offices and warehouses, 
— Secale a y, which will be 
orwarded free of charge on a 29, Fleet- 
street, Somghe beh; and 48, Old E.C. 





LIST of FORTHCOMING AUCTIONS 


to be 4 
AREBROTHER, ELLIS, CLARK, & CO., 
at the AUCTION MART, E.C. 


In APRIL NEXT. 


FREEHOLD BUILDING LAND of 24} acres, between 
Brockley and Honor Oak. 


FREEHOLD INVESTMENTS of £540 
secured upon warehouses in Plough-court, F 


IMPROVED LEASEHOLD GROUND-RENTS, arising 
out of property at Ladbroke-grove, Notting-hill. 


VALUABLE LEASEHOLD Bi RESIDENCES, at Mason’s- 
Bromley. 








PE a FREEHOLD )LD INVESTMENTS, arising ost 
of wharf and ppm. ee, and a fully-licensed pul 
house at Bermondsey-wall 


VALUABLE FREEHOLD BUILDING LAND, 
HOUSES, &c., at Walton-on-Thames. 


ELIGIBLE HOUSE ‘PROPERTY and BUILDING 
PLOTS, at Bowes-park, Southgate. 


IN MAY N NEXT. 
FREEHOLD RESIDENTIAL ESTATE, in the goin 
Farnham Burnham, 


hy 
residence and t 25 acres of grounds, a 8 
detached House. 








£1,065 per annum in LEASEHOLD INVEST- 


compact 
out of im business within 
a few a few doors af th the Strand, including ths’ fully-lisensed 
Savoy Palace Tavern. 


para ABLE FREEHOLD a RESIDENTIAL PRO- 
pina Dye bf Scie a need and delightfal plea Se 

sure grounds. 

SUPERIOR FAMILY RESIDENCE, 


may =F 
proce rand Ay position at Beckenham, Lay | 
and 
- SS ae laid-out F ame grounds 


CHARMING FREEHOLD _ eer gh PRO- 
PERTY of 83 acres, known as Wadhurst. 


Mf ae Z LEASEHOLD ESTATE at the West-end, 
prod: tine 0 aes income of £1,400 per 
annum, tly of unlet portions, ae to pro- 
duce an additional rental of £365 per annum 


AT AN EARLY DATE. 
The attractive FREEHOLD COUNTRY RESIDEN- 




















MAIDA VALE, SOUTH ~ Senos eee and EALING. 
hy ESSES EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD 


LEASEHOLD ESTA’ 12 at 
letting positions, and being Nos. 139, 147, 169, and 
im, Sutherland-avenue, the from 
and 59, Cestellaia-rosd, alae i alo bro 
i fuel sesidogoes (cae ’ boa 
fortabhe residence, No. 29, oad, alien 
near the Broadway Station ; all well by highly- 
tenants at rents amounting to £ per annum, 
held under separate leases for terms of 85 years unex- 
gl ney vy iso 
at the Mart; Elliot wen eR 
Solicitor, 59, Lincoln’ W.C.; and of 
Edwin Fox & Bousfield, 99, Gresham-street, Bank, E.C 








leased at Ground- The leases thereof fall in 
oo 2 Rateable value of property in company’s 





ih 


ERK ~g,' Particulars on 
tion. Surveys Valuations attended to. 


OM ew. to be Let, at 17, Pall- 
wae, cay wai over } Spacious 


poet or 
including rates and 





ili 
E 


iH 


ren Hon gee a and electri £175, 
y to Cane, re 


| 








NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


Ss56, CORNHILI LONDON, B.C. 





Subscribed Capital, £4,233,326. 


Paid-up Capital, £846,665. 





own MS my Eeq. 


ROGER CU. 
EDMUND THEODORE DOXAT, Esq. 


Manager: CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, 


DIRECTORS. 
WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Esq., Chairman. 
WILLIAM FOWLER, Esq. 
WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. 


Esq. Sub-Manager: LEWIS BEAUMONT, Esq. 


Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


UINTIN HOGG, Esq. 
JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Esq. 


AUGUSTUS SILLEM, Esq. 
: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Esq. 


Secretary 
Auditors: JAMES MORTON BELL, Esq.; JOSEPH ROBERT MORRISON, Esq.; JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.), 
Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, LIMITED. 





Longer Periods upon Terms to be 








Specially Agreed upon. 


Investments in and Sales of all déscriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected. 


Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 
Money received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 
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SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1804. 


DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
& BRIDGEWATER to announce 
of LANDED 


and other 
IN MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank o: 
in the City of London, as follows :— 


Zacater. July 31 
March 13 Tuesday, Aug. 7 
Tuesday, Aug. 14 
Tuesday, Aug. 21 
ri io Tuesday, Oct. 2 
April 17 Sele, Oct. 16 
Tuesday, Oct. 30 
yl | Tuesday, Nov. 13 
May 8 | | Tuesday, Dec. 4 


oduun te can also be ae, on other days, in teen or 

arrangement. Messrs ‘ewson, 

Farmer, & &” Drdgewater tn dertake Sales and Valuations 

for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 

Stock, Site, &e. 

DET. LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 

Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 

to be Let or Sold by private contract are published on 

Dausaben, Temes, betioer ma may Bri ie ote ett Ar te, 

ater, gen 

Surveyors, and \ Valuers, 80, are, 60; Oncapaits , London, E.C. Tele- 

phone No. 1 





Absolute Reversion 2. One  Moiety 
£26,666 188. 4d. India Three ar oe Stock, an 
cere © maetied Way born Om August 6, 1886. 


All 
EBENHAM, TEWSON, 
& BRIDGEWATER will SELL the 
', on TUESDAY, MARCH 13, at TWO. 
Messrs. Tathams & Pym, Solicitors, 3 8, 


Frederick’ , Old Jewry ; and of the Auctioneers, No. 
80, Cheapside. CE 


CHELSEA. 

First-class Freehold Ground-rents, amounting to £650 per 
annum (in two collections), a’ bundantly secured upon a 
handsome block of superior residential flats, Nos. 61 to 
80 (inclusive), e-court, Queen’s-road, Chelsea, sub- 

, having a architectural eleva- 
tion, well circumstanced with regard to light and air. 
The occupies an excellent position, in a favourite, 

suproving, and well-occupied residential quarter, 

and commands fine views of the river, Battersea-park, 
and the Kent and 8 Surrey hills. The present rack rental 
is about £2,165 per annum, based on the present realized 
rents, very moderate estimates for the portions in 
hand ; the security is theref y good and a 
desirable a ’ trustees and others requiring a 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 

FARMER, & BRIDGE WATER will SELL, at 

the MART, on TUESDAY, MARCH 13, at TWO, the 

above valuable and abundantly secured FREEHOLD 

GRO -RENTS. 

nw apg g Deeg: bo sear £ o ethan, 9, 

Staple-inn ; essrs. Charles & Tu tate J its, 1, 
Gresham-street ; ant of the Auctioneers, 80, Cheapside. 


MESSRS. STIMSON & SONS, 
Auctioneers, Surveyors, and Valuers, 
8, MOORGATE en BANK, E.C., 


2, NEW KENT. ROAD, 8.E. 
(Opposite the Elephant and Castle). 


A UCTION SALES are held at the Mart, 
Tokenhouse-yard, City, on the second and last 
Thursdays in each month and on other days as occasion 


IN & SONS undertake SALES and LETTINGS 
PRIVATE TREATY, Valuations, Surveys, Negotiation 
Receiverships i in Chancery, Sales by Auction 

and Stock, ,——s of Rents, &c. 


FARM 
at the 





mond application ur free by 
or insertion. Tele- 
abo, “Lenin. - 


& SONS will SELL by AUC- 
MART, Tokenhouse-yard, on THURS- 





Secured upon. 


| FREEHOLD GROUND-RENTS. 
| 1 to 4, Hawarden-terrace, North Wool- 
wich-road 


|5 to 8, Hawarden-terrace, North Wool- 
| 5 to 19 (odd), Clyde-road, North Wool- 
| wich. . 
| 21 to 27 (odd), Clyde-road, North Wool- 
LEASEHOLD, ee 

* (oda), ~— Camberwell. 

0. 

Do. 
Holli ne a ll. 
ollington-st, Camberwe 
Eee Satie ot, Cones 


12 
30 Do. Do. 


Particulars of Messrs. Fowkes & Son, Solicitors, 27, 


College-street, , E.C. ; and of the Auctioneers, 
8, Moorgate-street, E.C., and 2, New Kent-road, 8.E. 








HIGH HOLBORN. 


In the heart of London.—A valuable and im 

Property, known as the Central Horse Repository, 

_- area of 22,000ft., rominent ition, ee 
ite the Inns of Court ot suitable for livery ya‘ 
yard, railway forwarding dept, parcels delivery office, 

nn i required, could readily be converted into a place of 

ublic amusement, or used for any other purpose where 
arge area, good ligh t, and access are necessary. It com- 
prises a fine hall, 167ft. by 80ft., covered by a glass roof, 
with spacious galleries, a smaller hall, 75ft. by 3ift., with 
numerous rooms and appurtenances, conveniently 
arranged. There are boxes and stalls for nearly 200 horses, 
and ray room for 150 carriages, the whole being 
fitted up in the most approved modern method, and ready 
jad immediate occupation. A considerable art of the 
rty is freehold, = remainder being held on leases 
for to ong unexpired te 

ESSRS. BEADEL, WOOD, & CO. are 
instructed by the trustees for the debenture holders 
to SELL by AUCTION this valuable PROPERTY at the 
MART, To enhouse-yard, E.C., on THURSDAY, MARCH 

15, 1894, at TWO o’clock precisely. In One Lot. 

Particulars, with plans and conditions of sale, may be ob- 
tained of Cecil F. Twist, Esq., Solicitor, 5, Bedford-row, 
W.C.; Charles Grimwade, Esq., Solicitor, Hadleigh, Suf- 
folk ; Ww. H. Short, Esq., 31, ‘Wool-exchange, Coleman- 
street, E.C. ; at the Mart ; and of Messrs. Beadel, Wood, 
& Co., 97, Gresham-street, London, E.C. 


Near CLAPHAM COMMON. 

Re J. L. Jones, Esq., deceased.—Valuable Freehold Site, 
close to Nightingale-lane, comprising over two acres, im- 
mediately ripe for building, having extensive fronta ~ 
to Thurleigh, Ramsden, and Sudbook roads, and wit 
easy reach of several railway stations, tramway sad. 
omnibus routes. 

M ESSRS. BEADEL, WOOD, & CO. are 

4 instructed to SELL by "AUCTION, at the MART, 

Tokenhouse- ard, London, E.C.,on THURSDAY, MARCH 

15, 1894, at TWO o'clock precisely, the above FREEHOLD 

PROPERTY. 

Particulars, with plan and conditions of sale, may be ob- 
tained of C. J. Parker, Esq., Solicitor, Monument-square- 
chambers, E.C.; at the Mart ; and of Messrs. Beadel, 

ood, & Co., 97, Gresham-street, London, E.C. 


9 CUAPHAM ROAD, BATTERSEA, and PEC KHAM. 
Re J. L. Jones, Esq., deceased. —Excellent Freehold and 
Leasehold Investments, producing £555 ve annum. 

N ESSRS. BEADEL, WOOD, & CO. are 

instructed to SELL b ‘AUCTION, at the MART, 
Tokenhouse-yard, London, B.C. in Numerous Lots, on 
THURSDAY, MARCH 15, 1894, ‘at TWO o'clock precisely, 
the following valuable PROPEPTIES : 

CLAPHAM ROAD.—Three Leasehold Houses, Nos. 159, 
161, 163, Fentiman-road. Held for an unexpired term of 76 
years, i J ger £150 per anni. 

BATTERSEA.—Three Freehold Houses, Nos. 338, 340, 
elanan Park-road, and No. 9a, Napier-terrace. Five 
leasehold houses, No. 342, Battersea Park-road, Nos. 3, 4, 
32, 33, Simpson-street. Held for an unexpired term of 62 
years, the whole producing £264 per annum. 

PECKHAM.—Five Freehold Houses, Nos. 1 and 2, Mel- 
bourne-villas, Stewart-road, and 5, 6, 7, Prio -villas, Rey- 
nolds-road, Peckham-rye ; ‘also the Leasehol House, No. 
70, Peckham Park-road. Held for an unexpired term of 44 
years, the whole producing £141 per annum. 

Particulars and conditions of sale may be obtained of 
C. J. Parker, Esq., Solicitor, Monument-square-chambers, 
E.C.; at the Mart; and of Messrs, Beadel, Wood, & Co., 
97, Gresham-street, London, E.C. 


HYDE PARK. 

By order of the Mortgagee.—A secure Leasehold Invest- 
ment, producing a profit rental of £114 per annum, and 
held for nearly 40 years. 

N ESSRS. FOSTER respectfully announce 

for SALE by AUCTION, at the MART, Token- 
house-yard, Lothbury, on TUESDAY NEXT, the 6th 

MARCH, by order of the Mortgagee, at TWELVE for 

ONE o'clock precisely, the LEASEHOLD SHOP and 

RESIDENCE, No. 8, Little Sussex-place, Hyde-park- 
ardens (recently put in thorough repair), let on repairing 

ease at the moderate rent of £130 per annum, and held for 

39} years at a ground-rent of £16. 

Particulars and conditions of sale may be had of Messrs. 
Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, & Michelmore, Solicitors, 38, Blooms- 
bury-square ; at the Mart; and of Messrs. Foster, 54, Pall- 
mall, 








c ROYDON. 


Freehold Investment, at present producing £60 per annum, 
han povenien to rack rental ia 31 years.—By direction 


MEssES. FOSTER respectfully announce 
for — Ro AUCTION, at the MART, Token- 
house- NCH cet ad on TUESDAY NEXT, "the 6th 
MAR at TWELVE for ONE o'clock precisely, TWO 
FREEHOLD HOUSES, with shops, stable, and ground in 
rear, Nos. 42and 44, Church-street, ydon, at present let 
to a most substantial tenant, who covenants to insure and 
r 

articulars, with plan and conditions of sale, may be 
had of Messrs. Ford, Lloyd, Bar‘lett, & Michelmore, Soli- 
citors, 38, Bloomsbury-square; at the Mart ; and of Messrs. 
Foster, 54, Pall Mall 


ESSRS. ROBT. W. MAN N & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 
Rost. W. Mays, F.S.I., Toomas R. Ransom, F.S8.1, 
J. Bacsnaw Mays, F.S.1., W. H. Mawy), 

12, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
32, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 8.W. 














Sales for the Year 1894. 


Mone E. & H. LUMLEY, of St. 
hog oy St. Jamer'srstrect, London, 
ounce for the fort year the 
fllowing™ DAYS "of SALE, at the AUCTION "MART, 
Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., but in addition others can be 
arranged for special sales. Terms on application :— 
Tuesday, Mar. 20 | Tuesday, June 26| Tuesday, oe ll 
Tuesday, April17 | Tuesday, a 10; Tuesday, Oc 
Tuesday, May 22 Tuesday, July 31| Tuesday, Nov. rf 
Tuesday, June i | Tuesday, Aug. 14| Tuesday, Dec. 4 
Messrs. E. & Lumley announce in ‘the advertisement 
columns of “ Te Times,’ on Wednesdays and Saturdays 
a complete list of their Bales, which will include Estates it in 
England, Ireland, and Scotland, town and country proper- 
ties, ground-rents, reversions, to be i and water shares, &. 
In cases where ao * gy age ol included in these sales, 
ample notice s given in order to insure due 
publicity.—St. James’ 's-house, 22, St. James’ s-street, 8. ‘W. 
Te BARRISTERS, SOLICITORS, and 
others.—To be Let, a Suite of Four Good Rooms, in 
good repair, on the Second Floor of No. 3, Stone-buildings, 
with Cellarage in Basement ; rent £100 per annum.—Apply 
to W. H. Rice, 9, Lincoln’s-inn. 


EDE AND sON, 
ROBE MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her te, the Lord Chancellor, the wits of the 
cial Bench, Corporation of London, & 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for ag sao Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace 


Corporation Robes, University and Gist Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
TREATMENT OF (NEBRIETY. 





DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
Terms, 2 to 5 guineas. 
_ Apply to Taz Mepicat SUPERINTENDENT. 
INSURANCE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 
Law Courts Brancu, 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W. C., 
A. W. COUSINS, 
(FIRE) District Manager. 
SUM INSURED in 1892, £391,800 O00. 
i EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 
in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other 
Securities and Annuities P AS or oy or 
Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE = 
VERSIONARY INTEREST OCIETY (LIMITED), 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Establi “ned 
_ Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capita- 
_ F. 8. CLAYTON,} Joint 
nike ANS i H. CLAYTON, | seoretanes._ 
‘Bpecial Advantages to Private Insurerr. 
THE IMPERIAL rsvrance compayy 
toarep. FIRE. 
Established 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, oy. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £390,000 
Total Funds £1, 


500,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. ' 


GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE COMPANY. 


EstTaBLISHED 1837 
CHIEF ag Cc ON STREET, LONDON, E.C 


and es— ,000. 
Sir ANDREW LUSK, Bart., " Chairman. 

DO VANTAGE POLICIES issued securing 
TWO PAYMENTS of the amount assured. One payment 
on the attainment of a specified age, and a second payment 
at death thereafter. Advances made on ersions, vested 
or contingent, and Life Interests, and on Personal Security 
in connection with Life Policy. 

Joun R. Freeman, Manager and Secretary. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY. 
LIMITED 
(EsTaABLIsHED 1828), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests, and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. --17, King’s Arms- 
yard, Coleman-street, E.C, 














